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Abstract
Bullying and victimization is a growing problem and a concern to students, parents,
teachers, and administers, more research is needed in the areas of the general school
environment. One aspect of the school environment is teacher perceptions or beliefs
concerning bullying and victimization. These teacher perceptions can play a major role in
decreasing bullying behaviors and increasing confidence in students that teachers will
help them. The study investigated the perceptions of teachers in a Pennsylvania school
district at the elementary, middle, and high school levels. The study analysis explored
existing data collected during an ongoing four years effort to heighten awareness of
concerning bullying behaviors and victimization. The data set included completed
surveys from 238 practicing teachers. The teacher responses from the survey were
analyzed across demographic variables: gender, teaching grade levels, years of teaching
experience, years teaching in current school, and teaching in an academic or nonacademic setting with specific focus on perceptions indicated by items in the survey and,
where appropriate, relations that exist between or among items. The initial analyses were
non-parametric comparisons owing to non-normality (unequal N’s) and lack of
homogeneity of the responses. Initial analyses utilized chi square and where appropriate
the chi square nulls were tested against expected values as predicted in the literature.
Results found five emerging themes. 1) Recognition of serious bullying peaks at the
middle school. 2) A loner rarely bullies; a loner is frequently a victim. 3) Bullying
renders a bully to feel powerful and the victim helpless. 4) Bullying thrives on lack of
structure and supervision. 5) Teachers perceive themselves as bystanders and perceive
students as the source of prevention and intervention.
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CHAPTER I
INTRODUCTION
The United States Department of Justice and the National Association of School
Psychologists estimate that 160,000 children fail to attend school each day due to fear
(Lee, 1993). Every seven minutes bullying occurs on elementary school playgrounds
(Pepler & Craig, 1995). In an average elementary classroom, two to three students come
to school concerned or upset. Students subjected to bullying by other students tend to
avoid unsupervised or minimally supervised areas in the school such as the restroom, the
cafeteria, or the playground because they fear they will be humiliated or picked on by
bullies. Children as young as second grade report that they are not confident that their
teachers will help protect them if they reveal their fear (Lee, 1993).
Consequently, children are left feeling helpless and alone to figure out how to
adequately cope with these issues. As they mature, these children are more likely to
develop improper strategies to defend themselves. Beleaguered students may turn to a
“gang” for protection, drop out of school, or decide to arm themselves. Every day,
approximately 100,000 children carry guns to school (Lee, 1993). Not all school violence
is due to bullying, but abusive behavior in elementary schools can evolve into violent
behavior in middle and high schools (Garrity, Jens, Porter, Sager & Short-Camilli, 1997).

Bullying is Developmental
Social skills are developmental and conflict is an inescapable component of social
interactions (Bonds & Stoker, 2000). According to Olweus (1993), children in early
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elementary grades (K-2) tend to be self-absorbed at this developmental stage and
characteristically are oblivious of their influence on others. Children at this age expect
their friends to have the same desires and needs as themselves. They deal with frustration
by rejecting other children that fail to live up this expectation. By the second grade social
development progresses and children begin to grow out of the notion of friendship as a
one-sided liaison. At this level, children begin to engage in games with rules and
spending time with others who enjoy the same activities. Since listening skills and
accepting another’s point of view are essential problem solving skills and not fully
developed many children have not developed the ability to compromise in opposing
situations; therefore, conflicts break out as children become frustrated due to their
inability to resolve opposing concerns (Olweus, 1993). According to psychologists, this is
a very important stage because children at this level can learn and develop some basic
problem solving skills.
Normal peer conflict is a daily occurrence in the social developmental of children
(Garrity, Jens, Porter, Sager & Short-Camilli, 1997). Children make insensitive remarks
and display hostile behavior at all ages, however, the intermittent occurrence of tactless
or argumentative conduct does not necessarily qualify as bullying. Bullying is a
manifestation of one person using power in a deliberate manner to repeatedly distress
another individual (Garrity, Jens, Porter, Sager & Short-Camilli, 1997). True bullying
means that there is an imbalance of power whereas the victim of the intimidation is
unable to mount a viable defense.
Data collected throughout the United States suggest that bullying behavior is a
common occurrence. Researchers have discovered a direct correlation between serious
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forms of physical aggression during childhood and violence and criminal behavior during
adolescence and adulthood (Olweus, 1997; Patterson, Reid, & Dishion, 1992; Zumkley,
1994). Other studies (Loeber & Hay, 1997) illustrate that the onset of aggression,
including minor forms, such as bullying, occurs in early adolescence. Loeber and Hay
(1997) further suggest adolescent aggression appears to increase during this
developmental time.
Batsche and Knoff (1994) further discovered that the percentage of students
bullied decreases significantly as students get older and advance grades. Combined with
Olweus’s report (1991a) it is noted that the average percentage of students bullied in
grades 2 through 6 was 11.6% compared to 5.4% in grades 7 through 9. Olweus (1991)
reported that 50% of the victims of older students were in the lower grades, and the
youngest students, regardless of age, were most at risk for being bullied. Boulton and
Underwood (1992) discovered that, while there is a decline in direct physical bullying at
the higher grade levels, there is a relatively higher level of verbal abuse that remains
constant. This finding was also validated in Perry, Kusel, & Perry’s study (1988), where
they noted nearly equal physical and verbal aggression for males at grade 3 with a
reduction in the physical victimization score at grade 6 on their Peer Nomination
Inventory [PNI] survey.
According to studies completed by Hoover and Oliver (1996), and Patterson, Reid
and Dishion (1992), without interventions, bullies identified by the age of eight are six
times more likely to be convicted of a crime by the age of twenty-four and five times
more likely than non-bullies to end up with serious criminal records by the age of thirty.
This was confirmed in studies completed by Eron, Huesmann, Dubow, Romanoff, and
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Yarnel (1987), and Olweus (1987). Walker (1993) also reported that aggressive behavior
is learned early and is resistant to change if it continues beyond eight years of age.
In the Maine Project Against Bullying [MPAB], (2000), a study was conducted to
discover how often primary grade children reported being bullied. This intensive study,
completed in 2000, supports early intervention and prevention efforts. Concentrating on
third graders in Maine elementary schools during February 1999, this sample showed
22.6% - 40.7% of students reported they were experiencing bullying with relative
frequency. This indicated that the level of social behavior and respect for oneself and
others was lacking and caused considerable concern for the Maine Schools. Thirteen to
seventeen percent of the third graders surveyed reported they participated in the bullying
behaviors everyday, once or twice a week or once monthly.
According to Olweus (1993), children who bully early in their developmental
years, tend to perpetuate these roles throughout their later school years. He strongly
urged, through his research, that it is these students that educators must help as early as
possible in order to change these emerging, harmful patterns of behavior. He also noted
that harassing behaviors do not spontaneously appear in the middle schools. According to
the Gale Encyclopedia of Childhood and Adolescence (1998), bullying begins at a very
early age and it is not uncommon to find bullies in preschool classrooms. Up until the age
of seven, bullies appear to choose their victims at random. Soon after that, they single out
specific children to torment. Up until sixth grade the bullies are usually popular with
other students and most times admired for their toughness. By high school this usually
diminishes and they have only other bullies as friends (Olweus, 1993).
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Patterson, Reid, and Dishion (1992) further found that over the developmental age
span these behavior patterns become more destructive, more aversive and have a much
greater social impact. They compared this early behavior pattern to a virus that lowers the
immune system so one becomes vulnerable to a host of disease conditions over time.
Following their line of thinking, it is important to know and look for early warning signs
and symptoms during these important developmental years. Educators must intervene
early to help students before this bullying virus attacks victims who may turn around and
become bullies themselves.

Characteristics of Bullies and Victims
It is a common misperception that bullies are physically large, low achieving, and
insecure. It is further believed that bullies are always boys. These are myths. Olweus
(1984) summarized characteristics of bullies and victims throughout his research. Bullies
are children who value rewards that aggression can bring. They usually lack empathy for
their victims. They also tend to lack guilt and usually believe the victim is the one who
provoked the attack and deserved the consequences. It is all about control. Bullies like to
be in charge, to dominate, and to assert power. Although boys are usually singled out
because they are more likely to admit to being a bully and are easier to identify because
of the tactics they use, girls can be bullies. Girl bully tactics usually involve alienation or
humiliation, whereas boys tend to be more aggressive and physical.
Evidence suggests that bullying is “intergenerational,” and a bully at school may
be a victim at home (Floyd, 1985; Greenbaum, 1988). Many bullies come from homes
where parents: a) prefer physical means of discipline (authoritarian); b) are sometimes
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hostile and rejecting; c) are described as both hostile and permissive (inconsistent
parenting/little supervision); d) have poor problem-solving skills; and e) teach their
children to strike back at the least provocation (Floyd, 1985; Greenbaum, 1988; Loeber &
Dishion, 1984). Studies completed by Olweus (1991) found no indications that bullies
were anxious, insecure, or lacked self-esteem. In these studies, bullies reported they liked
being a bully and they usually felt happy and good, or mad and angry, when they bullied
other children.
According to Olweus (1991) it is not the bully that feels insecure; but rather the
children who are victims are the ones most often feeling anxious and insecure. Victims
lack social skills and the ability to defend themselves. Victims can be passive or
provocative. Passive victims may cry easily, be physically weak, have a learning
disability, and do not respond well to social interaction. They often yield to the bully and
make easy targets. The provocative victims are often restless, irritable, and may tease and
provoke others. They will fight back to a point, but they are not effective aggressors.
They lose the power struggle with the bullies and become targets. These victims are
tougher to identify because they may be seen as a bully. Bullies know how to push
provocative victims’ buttons. These victims are easily emotionally aroused. They can
maintain a conflict but lose with frustration and distress. What distinguishes them from
bullies is that they are not purposefully malicious and mean; they are more impulsedriven. Many adults misidentify these provocative victims as bullies because they are
loud and can create a commotion. This draws attention and satisfies the bullies’ needs for
power and domination as they put the victims in their place.
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In Olweus’s study (1984) he described the passive victims as lonely and
abandoned at school, often without friends. These students were identified as having a
closer contact and more positive relations with their parents. Perry, Kusel, and Perry
(1988) found that some of the most extreme victims became some of the most aggressive
bullies.
It is necessary to understand the characteristics of both bullies and victims in
order for teachers to accurately identify and implement successful interventions.

Violent Students – Victims of Bullies
“Boy carrying gun fits bullying victim profile. Where did our system fail him that
he didn’t have anybody to go to?” (J. William Schmitt, Whitehall Police Chief March 16,
2000).
According to the United States Secret Service, (U.S. Department of Justice,
Bureau of Justice Statistics, 1996) which interviewed 40 boys involved in school
shootings, many of the boys were persistently humiliated and harassed over long periods
of time. Bill Modzeleski, director of the Education Department’s Safe and Drug Free
School Program stated, “They asked for help and no one came to their assistance.” He
discussed one incident where a boy surrendered a gun, but the potential for disaster was
evident. He stated, “One may wonder what was going through his mind, but perhaps we
should instead look at what motivated him to act in such a manner?” Classmates said the
young boy was quiet and a target of teasing and taunting. The Superintendent confirmed
that the child often received verbal abuse from peers and was harassed by students who
knocked his books out of his hands. Students interviewed said they felt many schools
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tolerated bullying, beginning in the elementary schools (U.S. Department of Education,
1998).
Are there dynamics that exist in elementary schools that foster students once
victimized, to become bullies as they grow older? According to Fried (1996), student
victims receive an average of 213 verbal put-downs per week, or 30 per day. Between
1992 and 1999, there have been 250 school related deaths. The majority was committed
by victims of bullying who finally decided to retaliate against those who bullied them
(National Information Discovery and Retrieval [NIDR], 1999). In the Columbine
shootings (April, 1999) the members of the “trench-coat mafia” were harassed, bullied,
and put down on a daily basis for years by the student athletes. According to Dube (1999)
they were met at the door every day by these students and subjected to harassment, such
as pouring orange juice on their trench coats so they would have to wear the sticky
substance all day. These boys plotted their revenge for over a year before carrying out
their plan and were heard saying, “This is for all the people who made fun of us all these
years,” as they fired on their classmates. The bullying and put-downs contributed to the
tragedy at Columbine.
CBBC Newsround in the United Kingdom hosted a program inviting kids who
were bullied to discuss the bullying problem in their schools. CBBC first conducted a
survey and published student comments, many of which were from the bullies
themselves. Their findings showed that children who are bullied badly at school are
sometimes bullies themselves and one out of five children who were picked on turned
into a tormentor. CBBC suggested this could be a result of these children feeling helpless,
taking their feelings out on people around them. The director, Liz Carnell stated, “The
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CBBC Newsround survey underlines the unacceptable epidemic of bullying in United
Kingdom schools. These children are likely to become bullies because they’re ‘lashing
out’ in anger and frustration at their plight.” She added, “They tell us that they
sometimes lose control because they’re under so much stress.”
The conclusion is that bullying occurs in every school and in every grade. It
begins early and continues to grow as the students go through their school years.
Sometimes it turns tragic when students believe they have had enough and decide to take
things into their own hands. What is more tragic is that these students believe they are
alone and no one will help them.

Perceptions of Students
Long before anyone else knows, students know the identities of the bullies and
victims within the school. Interrelational patterns are established in the first six weeks
that school begins. Although the students know who these bullies are, they do not tell
because they are afraid. They fear the bullying will become worse if they tell or they fear
they will become the victim if they help someone else by telling. Most victims believe
that no one would help them if they did tell (Olweus, 1993).
Passive victims make it easy for bullies to hide their bullying. This bullying goes
on “behind closed doors,” and there exists a conspiracy of silence among children
(Garrity, Jens, Porter, Sager & Short-Camilli 2000); most children are afraid to tell.
Research conducted in Canada, by Noelle Bidwell (1997), confirms this. Bidwell reports
that when children told about bullying behaviors, most teachers immediately confronted
the bully and demanded an explanation. These bullies were smart kids and they were able
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to figure out who told on them. They would then use intimidation to be sure the victims
didn’t “rat” again. The students watching and uninvolved were thankful they were not
involved. They also have learned the safety of silence; don’t tell, or you will be next.
Another Canadian study (Pepler & Craig, 1995) had cameras hidden on the school
playground and had certain children wear microphones. As a result of this study, bullying
incidents were recorded every seven minutes. Since bullying occurs quickly, it is almost
always done before anyone, other than the victim, knows that it is happening. A shove, a
quick punch, a threat, or name-calling can take place without being seen or heard by an
adult. Some of the students caught on video disguised the bullying behavior as playing,
which staff members failed to catch as an unfair game. This study confirms that bullying
goes on regularly and children, especially victims, don’t tell.
Tom Brown, the founder of the “Broken Toy Project” (1999), conducted a study
to help describe the victims of bullies. He asked students to identify the students who
were bullied the most and compiled a list of 25 descriptions of victims. This study
suggests that just about any kid in school could become a target. Brown asked the
students, “What are the three things kids usually do when they see someone being
bullied?” the kids replied, “Run over and watch, run over and watch, run over and
watch.”
Weinhold’s study (1998) discovered that 69% of all students believe that school
staff responded poorly to bullying and victimization. Paulk, Swearer, Song, and Cary
(1999) compared and contrasted teacher, peer, and self-nominations of bully and victim
behaviors. The study focused on sixth graders and their teachers. It was the students, not
the teachers, who were able to identify more bullies, victims, or both bullies-victims. In

11
addition, Crick and Grotpeter (1995) found peers were more aware of who the bullies
were because most of these behaviors occurred when teachers were not present.
Oliver, Hoover, and Hazler (1992) conducted a study in the Midwest and found
that a majority of students believed victims were at least partially responsible for being
bullied. Some students believed that bullying “taught” victims appropriate behavior. In
their previous study, Oliver, Hoover, and Hazler (1991) noted students were quick to
indict school staff for their failure to act both to protect victims and to deal effectively
with bullies. They concluded that it was understandable that these students also believed
they were victims of the system through lack of protection and support by the staff. This
factor could be why these students resort to avoidance and/or retaliation. Hazler, Hoover,
and Oliver (1991), and Hoover, Oliver, and Hazler (1992) asked victim participants in
their study to rate the response of school officials to bullying. The majority indicated that
officials responded poorly. Zindi (1994) found that 49% of the students in his study
responded that teachers never intervened to stop bullying, while 33% said they did
occasionally, and 18% said often or almost always. In contrast, Whitney and Smith
(1993) found that the majority of students believed teachers “sometimes” or “almost
always” intervened in bullying incidents.
Research suggests that students are not only concerned about retaliation, a
hindrance to reporting bullying, but experiences may have taught students that adults are
not interested or will not protect them (Batsche & Knoff, 1994; Mellor, 1993). Bidwell
(1997), in her study The Nature and Prevalence of Bullying in Elementary Schools, found
that the majority of students had told someone about their bullying experiences. They
most commonly told their friends, followed by their parents, a teacher, the principal, and

12
lastly, a counselor. Nearly half of the students in this study reported it made the situation
better. However, a slightly less number reported that things did not change and 11%
reported it made the situation worse. The reason most often given for not telling anyone
was that the bullying was not that serious. Other reasons included the fear of retribution,
fear that the bullying would get worse, concern or the belief that telling someone would
make no difference. Another reason, no one cared; 57% fell into the “no one cared”
category. These students were concerned about making a bad situation worse. However,
nearly half of the participants indicated they needed help to stop the bullying.
There is a significant need to gain the confidence of students that adults care and
will help stop the bullying. Children must learn that bullying should not be tolerated.
Children being bullied need and deserve adult intervention and help. Dr. Dan Olweus
(1991), who has researched bully-victim problems for over twenty years, found “the
single most effective deterrent to bullying is adult authority.” So, why do children have
the belief that adults in schools will not help them? What is it that teachers are or are not
doing that gives the students this perception? Discovering what the teacher beliefs or
perceptions are concerning bullying and the victimization problem is paramount to
gaining the confidence of students in school bullying situations.

Teacher Perceptions
Mona O’Moore (1997) stated at the European Conference on Initiatives to
Combat School Bullying in her keynote address that “Teachers are the key to change.”
She had recently completed a nation-wide study on bullying in Irish schools. Ironically,
the study also found that 43% of children at the primary schools and 26% at the post-
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primary schools that were involved in bullying either as victims, bullies or bully-victims.
The study also found that 27% of primary school teachers and that 53% of second-level
school teachers did not recognize bullying as a problem. She stated this contributed to the
very high reluctance among the school children to tell their teachers or their parents that
they were bullied. It was found that 65% of primary school children and 84% of
secondary students that were victims did not tell their teachers they were victimized.
According to Frank Barone (1997), a middle school principal in New York, many
school administrators, parents, and teachers view bullying as a harmless “rite of passage”
that all children face and learn to overcome and/or ignore. Bullying is seldom recognized
as a serious problem and often goes unreported by school personnel. In his article,
Bullying in School: It Doesn’t Have to Happen, Barone explains a survey he developed
during the summer of 1993 for a middle school in New York to illustrate the severity of
this issue. Staff members and students were both surveyed and the results were
compared. The teachers identified 16% of student victims that were affected by bullying
compared to 58.8% the students identified. This considerable size difference in the
perceptions of teachers versus students identifying student victims illustrates the point
that bullying often goes unnoticed by adults in a school setting.
In a survey conducted by Drecktrah and Blaskowski (2003) they found staff’s
perception of bullying was different from students’ perceptions. At the elementary level,
the staff estimated that 7.1% of students were bullied compared to 69.6% of the
elementary students who reported they had been bullied. The definition of bullying was
the same for both the students and staff. At the middle school, the staff estimated that 8%
of the students had been bullied compared to 65.7% of the students that had reported
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being bullied. This finding is a very consistent indication that the staff did not recognize
the extent of the bullying problem that students face in their school. The authors make a
strong argument that adults in the school have the main responsibility for dealing with
bullies in their schools. They also strongly suggest the need for training school staff
members.
Without reports from children, schools personnel found it difficult to detect
bullying, especially since most bullying occurs in less supervised areas of the school
(Smith, 1991). Adult awareness is lessened by this “behind closed doors” concept and by
the reluctance of children to ask for help. The longer bullying continues due to lack of
adult intervention and awareness, the greater likelihood that children will feel they are
alone and a greater lack of confidence in adults will grow.
Adults play a major role in stopping bullying in schools. The key is to gain the
confidence of the students to trust adults to help them. A major and important aspect of
gaining this confidence should be working with the teachers in the early grades to
increase awareness and recognition of the seriousness of the bullying problem. What are
teachers’ perceptions about the problem? And if they truly believe bullying is not a
problem, can their beliefs be changed to impact the victimization problem?

Purpose of this Study
Bullying and victimization is a growing problem and a concern to students,
parents, teachers, and administrators, more research is needed in the areas of the general
school environment. This researcher chose to examine one aspect of the school
environment; teacher perceptions or beliefs concerning bullying and victimization. These
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teacher perceptions or beliefs can play a major role in decreasing bullying behaviors and
increasing confidence in students that teachers will help them.
The study was conducted in the school district in which this researcher is an
administrator. This district has already implemented many safe school programs and this
research provided additional information for a crisis prevention and intervention program
that began four years ago. As one of the crisis coordinators for the district, I have had the
opportunity to conduct bullying prevention in-service programs and crisis intervention
workshops for the staff in the district. During these workshops I have gathered a
considerable amount of data to help the district implement in-service training to meet the
needs of the staff. Although programs are in place, bullying still remains a problem. The
data from this study will be used to help develop future in-service training programs for
this district.

Research Questions
This study was designed to explore the perceptions or beliefs of the elementary,
middle, and high school teachers within one Pennsylvania School District concerning
bullying and victimization. The following research questions were investigated:
•

Do teachers perceive bullying and victimization as a serious problem?

•

Does recognition of bullying differ at the different levels; elementary,
middle, and high school levels?

•

Are there other factors that contribute to teachers recognizing bullying and
victimization as a serious problem (gender, years of teaching experience,
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familiarity of school environment, academic or non-academic class
setting)?
Figure 1 is a graphic representation of the relationship of the research fields to
teacher perceptions/beliefs. The flow chart illustrates factors that may influence these
perceptions/beliefs. Once these factors are examined, further exploration of in-service
programs that will target areas of concern, increase teacher awareness and, improve
teacher skills to address the bullying and victimization problem.
The results from these findings will determine the direction of future in-service
training for the teachers in this district and add to the limited research that already exists
pertaining to bullying and victimization in the United States.
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Figure 1. Relationship of Research Fields to Teacher Perceptions/Beliefs.
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CHAPTER II
REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE

History of Bullying Research
Research concerning the bullying problem began in Scandinavia in the early
1970’s by Dr. Dan Olweus, a Norwegian researcher. Dr. Olweus’ book, Aggression in the
Schools – Bullies and Whipping Boys is considered the first systematic study of the
phenomenon of bullying (Bidwell, 1997).
School officials did not take serious action against bullying, called “mobbing or
mobbning” until a newspaper report stated that three early adolescent boys from Norway
had committed suicide because of severe bullying by peers (Olweus, 1993). This began a
nationwide campaign against bully/victim problems. Data was obtained from 140,000
students in 715 schools (Olweus, 1987) and the results from this study suggested that
15%, or one out of seven children in Norwegian schools were involved in bullying “now
and then” or more frequently. It was in 1989 that Olweus developed the Bully/Victim
Questionnaire that consisted of two versions: one for grades one to four and the other for
grades five to nine, which was also used for students in higher grades.
This study began the exploration of the bullying problem and paved the way for
other researchers. Studies sprang up in England by Stephenson and Smith (1987) and
Whitney and Smith (1993). Their studies found similar results with 7% of their sample
identified as victims of bullying, 10% were bullies, and 6% were both victims and
bullies. Whitney and Smith (1993) observed 10% were bullied at least once a week. In a
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study conducted by Smith in 1991 it was found that 8% of primary students and 10% of
secondary students admitted bullying other students once a week or more often.
Zindi (1994) reported that 16% of students were bullied “now and then” and 18%
were bullied weekly or more often. In Australia, Rigby, and Slee (1991) reported that
10% girls, and 11% boys were “picked on a lot.” In 1995, Slee noted that 26% of
students sampled were bullied once a week or more often. In Ireland, O’Moore and
Hillery (1989) reported 43% of their participants admitted to bullying another student
occasionally and 3% once a week or more.
Additional studies were conducted by Ziegler and Rosenstein-Manner (1991) in
Canada. Their findings showed 8% of their participants were bullied weekly, while 15%
admitted that they bullied other students more than once or twice during the school term.
While other countries were researching the bullying problem, very little was being done
in the United States. Yet, violence in United States schools was on the rise. According to
the Office of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention (1996), homicide rates for
children 15 years of age or younger was five times higher in the United States than for
children in the other 25 industrialized nations combined. Firearm deaths were particularly
alarming with 86% of all firearm deaths for children in this age group across the 26
industrialized nations occurring in the United States. The United States is now
increasingly recognizing violent victimization among children and youth.
Using a method of telephone surveys, Boney-McCoy and Finkelhor (1995)
reported that 35% of the youth surveyed were victimized, and in a recent self-report
survey they showed that two thirds of urban and 40% of suburban middle school students
had been beaten up, robbed, stabbed, or shot. Warner, Weist and Krulak (1999) in their
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study, Risk Factors for School Violence, also note crime rates for age 18 and younger
have increased astoundingly since 1983. Recent statistics report that approximately 30
children in the United States are shot each day (Gorski & Pilotto, 1994).
In 1956, a study by National Education Association [NEA] reported violence was
beginning to become a concern in the schools. During the 1960’s a new form of violence
emerged, brought on by racial integration. By 1970, rates of violence in the schools
dramatically increased. Gallup polls reported “discipline” as the number one problem in
schools (Eric Clearinghouse on Educational Management, 1981). Congress (1978) began
taking action to investigate the problem of increased violence in schools. In 1978 a Safe
Schools Study was initiated by the National Institute of Education [NIE]. In this study,
4,000 schools were surveyed for the frequency and types of victimization occurring, as
well as the schools’ efforts to prevent the violence (Bybee & Gee, 1982). The study
confirmed that violence was indeed an issue for many schools. Warner, Weist, and
Krulak (1999) noted a leveling off of violence in the 1980’s and suggested heightened
awareness may have been the reason. There were noted conflicts in the reports of
violence in schools increasing and reports of violence decreasing. In a survey conducted
by the National School Boards Association [NSBA] (1993) 2,000 districts in the United
States reported school violence had increased. However, Hyman and Perone (1998)
reported a decrease as recently as 1996 (Steinberg, 1996). Their research showed schools
as a very safe place for students as compared with children’s levels of victimization in
their homes and communities. This confusion may have been caused by the inconsistency
from study to study to have a clear definition of school violence. It was noted that data
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collection procedures were not uniform across schools and states, which could cause
potential error. This debate does not lessen the fact that violence in schools is a concern.
The NSBA (1993) estimated that 135,000 American children carried guns to
school each day. Of these incidents, 63% involved high school students, 24% middle
school students, and 12% elementary and very surprisingly 1% of these incidents
involved preschoolers. The Center to Prevent Handgun Violence (1990) reported 71
people were murdered by guns in school, 201 seriously wounded, and 242 were held
hostage.
Recent research is now looking for specific behaviors, noting bullying and
victimization as a major concern. Kingery (1998) reported “feeling distant from people at
school” was moderately related to bringing a weapon to school. Furlong (1994) found
students who had been victimized multiple times had lower levels of “belongingness” to
the school and did not feel they could rely on teachers for support.
The history related to school violence as presented in this literature review is a
strong indication that school violence is a major concern for schools, parents, and
communities. Researchers argue that there is a positive correlation between serious forms
of physical aggression during childhood with violence and criminal behavior during
adolescence and adulthood (Olweus, 1979; Patterson, Reid, & Dishion, 1992; Zumkley,
1994). Others studies (Loeber & Hay 1997) illustrate that the onset of aggression,
including minor forms such as bullying, occurs in early adolescence.
In a Conversation with Middle School Students about Bullying and Victimization:
Should We Be Concerned, conducted by Dorothy Espelage and Christine Asidao, (1999)
professors at the University of Illinois, they point out that the literature in the area of

22
bullying and victimization has several limitations that preclude definitive statements
about the types of bullying behavior that occurs in our United States school and how we
should proceed to intervene. The authors state three specific limitations. First, physical
aggression has been the focus of much research with very few empirical studies on lowlevel aggression, which would include bullying. This is in partly due to a lack of
consensus on what constitutes bullying behavior and how it differs from more aggressive
behaviors such as fighting (Boulton & Underwood, 1992). Second, since the majority of
studies have been conducted internationally and not in the United States, is it possible
that the type and frequency of bullying in our schools might differ from the behaviors
seen in other countries? Lastly noted, the studies conducted with United States samples
predominantly examined bullying behaviors among elementary school children. The
authors of this study strongly suggested that researchers learn more about the type,
frequency, and location of bullying in the middle schools across the United States.
Finding the reasons why our children are becoming violent is important to the
education system. Key antecedents to violence are bullying and victimization. To better
understand this problem it is important to have a clear definition of what we are looking
for and understand how it is developing in our young children.
In an article, “Bullying and School Violence: The Tip of the Iceberg,” Barry
Weinhold, (1998) compares Columbine High School’s incident to the Titanic. He stated,
“Most of the iceberg hit by the Titanic was not visible to the ship’s captain, and this great
ship sank to the bottom of the ocean. Our nation was also hit by a largely invisible
iceberg know as the culture of violence.” Weinhold told us, “While the great ship of state
did not sink immediately, it surely could sink if we do not change our course” (p.1). He
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noted that violent video games, school shootings, and unwarranted violence on television
and in movies as the most visible aspects of the iceberg. He also stated that everyone
wants to know who is to blame for this tragedy at Columbine. He urged finding and
uncovering the hidden aspects of the iceberg and find ways to address them. This article
identified three critical hidden aspects: 1) a dominator values system that supports
violence, 2) an over-emphasis on negativity, and 3) the pervasiveness of bullying
behavior.
In the dominator values system, Weinhold (1998) indicated that hardly anyone
questions many violence supporting “values” in our culture, such as; “using power plays
involving violence, having little regard for the rights and needs of others, exploiting
women, minorities, and children, never-admitting mistakes, blaming others for causing
their problems, and believing ‘might makes right’.” This type of values system can been
seen in sports and promoted on television. Weinhold (1998) noted that unless these
values change, the culture of violence will continue to flourish.
Another hidden aspect is our “over-focus on negative behavior.” This aspect is
most interesting in relating to perceptions of teacher interactions with students. The last
hidden aspect noted was bullying and put-downs. Weinhold (1998) specified this as a
hidden element of school violence which contributed to events such as the incident at
Columbine High School. For years, Harris and Klebold were repeatedly bullied and
subjected to verbal put-downs, especially by student athletes. Society permits the most
powerful to dominate the weaker. Weinhold (1998) noted that bullying is everywhere in
our culture. He stated, “This is the core of domestic violence, child abuse, workplace
violence, hate crimes, and why we have so much road rage” (p.2). He also believed that
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schools are a primary breeding ground for this hidden aspect of the culture of violence,
which must be stopped.
If this culture of violence in our schools is to be stopped, educators must first
understand where and when bullying begins, be able to recognize the characteristics of
bullies and victims, and then address those aspects.

Bullying is Developmental
Rigby and Slee’s study (1991) indicated that younger children are bullied more
often than older ones. Their sampling showed more bullying incidents with the youngest
age group and less as the students got older. This finding was confirmed in the studies
conducted by Boulton and Underwood (1992), Hoover, Oliver and Hazler (1992),
Whitney and Smith (1993), Zeigler and Rosenstein-Manner (1991), and Zindi (1994).
Research has also shown that aggressive behavior is learned early in life. The best
predictors of delinquent and violent behavior developing in the later years are evidenced
early in a child’s life. These predictors include increasing antisocial behavior patterns and
high levels of aggression (Fagan, 1996; Hawkins & Catalano, 1992). They are
characterized by intense severity and high-frequency occurrence across multiple settings
which can predict a number of outcomes later on, including victimization of others, drug
and alcohol use, violence, school failure and dropout, and delinquency (Loeber &
Farrington, 1998; Patterson, Reid, & Dishion, 1992). Over the developmental age span
these behavior patterns become more destructive, more aversive, and have much greater
social impact as they become elaborated.
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Sprague and Walker’s study (2000) noted that the necessary tools and assessment
technology is already available to conduct early identification of many youth who are at
an elevated risk for committing violence as early as age five. In this study, the
researchers used a method of prospective or forward-looking analysis, which identified
at-risk youth at an early age and followed their life course. They reported that this method
yielded consistently defined pathways that progress from early disruptive and
temperamental behaviors to serious, violent, and chronic patterns of school adjustment
problems, delinquency, and adult criminality (Sprague & Walker, 2000). There was
evidence that there are warning signs early on in the lives and school careers of antisocial
children and youth. These are very common at the point of school entry and become
elaborated during the elementary years. The authors stated the more signs a student
manifested, the greater the risk and urgency for appropriate intervention. Research
completed by Reid (1993) and Zigler, Tausig, & Black (1992) also confirmed
comprehensive early intervention involving families and school to be effective practice in
diverting at-risk children from this path.
Olweus (1991) found approximately 60% of boys identified as bullies in grades
six through nine had at least one conviction at the age of 24, and 35-40% had three or
more convictions. This was supported by research completed by Eron, Huesmann,
Dubow, Romanoff, and Yarnel (1987) when they sampled students in the United States
and reported that bullies identified early in school had a one-in-four chance of having a
criminal record by age 30.
Batsche and Knoff (1994) report that the percentage of students bullied decreases
significantly with age and grade. This is comparable to Olweus (1991b) study where he
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reported that 11.6% students in grades two through six and 5.4% in grades seven through
nine said they were bullied. He also noted that 50% of victims in the lowest grades were
bullied by older students, while the older students were bullied usually by same-age peers
(Boulton & Underwood, 1992). In Olweus’s 1994 study, this number increased with 1617% of students in grades two through six and 9.5% in grades seven through nine
reported being bullied. The authors of this study noted it was the youngest students in a
particular school setting who are most at risk for being bullied. It was believed this was
true due to the fact these students were usually physically weaker and more vulnerable
with lesser developed social skills.
In the past, perspectives on aggression have moved from viewing it as an innate
characteristic in all humans to the more recent conception that aggression reflects some
degree of learning from our surroundings (Eron, Huesmann, Dubow, Romanoff & Yarnel
1994). Bandura (1973, 1986) also argued that the external school environment
contributes to the acquisition and maintenance of aggression. These children learn from
role models, including adults and peers, to use aggressive means to achieve their goals.
Bosworth, Espelage, & Simon (1999) utilized this theory by examining the social
context within which bullying occurs during early adolescence. They stated. “Family
management practices, family conflict, low family bonding, and environmental factors,
along with association with peers, contributed to personality characteristics.” Literature
suggests that familial factors provide considerable evidence of the association between
general aggressive behavior in youth and lack of family cohesion (Gorman-Smith, Tolan,
Zelli, & Huesmann, 1996), inadequate parental supervision (Farrington, 1988), family
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violence (Thornberry, 1994), hostile discipline techniques (Loeber & Dishion, 1984), and
poor modeling of problem solving skills (Tolan, Cronwell, & Braswell, 1986).
Olweus (1978, 1993) concluded that families of boys who bullied were often
described as lacking in warmth, used physical violence within the family, and failed to
monitor children’s activities outside the school. Bosworth, Espelage, & Simon’s (1999),
replicating Olweus’s study, extended the findings within a sample of middle school
students from a Midwestern school. Factors examined included: relationships between
self-reported bullying behaviors and pro-social messages that adolescents received from
adults about violence, the amount of time they spent with their families, parental use of
physical discipline, and the time spent without adult supervision. Also examined was the
association of peer influences and learned bullying behaviors. In this study, for most
students, bullying frequency remained constant between January and May testing times.
An exception occurred in the sixth grade, where there was an increase in bullying
behavior to nearly the level of seventh graders.
This supports that bullying is a learned behavior and that the sixth graders
entering the middle school have not learned how to interact in the social culture of middle
school. Those that want to “fit in” might learn the culture and behaviors of those that
have been in this school longer and have more of the power to dictate the culture
(Pellegrini, Bartini, & Brooks, 1999). Many middle schools isolate the sixth grade from
the rest of the upper classmen; however they come in contact with them on the bus or
during assemblies and other planned activities. This is where sixth graders have the
opportunity to observe teasing and other harassing behaviors.
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In a recent study of fourth through sixth graders, it was found that aggressive boys
were rated as the most popular students by their peers (Rodkin, Farmer, Pearl, &
VanArcher, 2000). It may also be likely that sixth graders witness older children being
rewarded for their behavior, thereby increasing the likelihood of these behaviors being
imitated (Bosworth, Espelage, & Simon, (1999).
The majority of research dealing with bullying and victimization problems
indicates the importance of looking for early warning signs in the early developmental
years of the children. There is a strong belief, supported by research evidence, that
students identified early can be taught acceptable social behaviors during these early
developmental years that will decrease bullying in our schools.

Characteristics of Bullies and Victims
A vast amount of research has emerged describing bullies and victims. Thus,
literature is consistent with profiling them. Interestingly enough, Olweus (1993) pointed
out that despite popular perceptions of bullies, students who bully generally have high
self-esteem and are often popular with both teachers and classmates. At times, these
students may also induce some of their followers to do the “dirty work” while they stay in
the background (Olweus, 1993). They have little empathy and most feel good when they
bully. These students desire power and control (National Resource Center for Safe
Schools [NRCSS], 1999). Sometimes because of student popularity, it is difficult to
identify these students as bullies and sometimes the victim who taunts is misidentified as
the bully.
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Victims tend to be physically smaller, more sensitive, unhappy, cautious, anxious,
quiet, and more withdrawn than other children (Byrne, 1994; Marano, 1995). Olweus
(1994) describes victims as “passive” or “submissive,” noting that these students are
generally insecure and non-assertive. In addition, they react by withdrawing and crying
when attacked. Bullies know these students will not retaliate; therefore they are
vulnerable to being victimized.
The “proactive victim” has a combination of both anxious and aggressive traits.
These students have a habit of provoking classmates into victimizing them by their
overactive and irritable behavior (Olweus, 1994). Pepler and Craig (1995) observed that
victims of bullying tended to be victimized repeatedly over time, having “established”
themselves in this role of victim.
Bullying behavior in elementary grades involves more physical aggression than in
the higher grades. Bullying in these early grades can also be characterized as teasing,
intimidation, and social exclusion (Bonds, 2000). When trying to identify bullies, it is
important to remember the key element is an imbalance of power. A student who
regularly engages in hurtful teasing, name-calling, or intimidation of others, particularly
those who are smaller or less able to defend themselves, is a bully. The taunting and
harassment is not two-way, thus reinforcing the imbalance of power (Olweus, 1993).
There are a variety of definitions of bullying and victimization. The majority of
the definitions stem from international studies. According to Dr. Espelage (1999),
bullying behaviors are defined as using behaviors, generally, to achieve and maintain
social dominance through “overt and covert aggressive means” (Arora & Thompson,
1987). She further noted these behaviors differ on three dimensions. First, they are
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systematic and self-initiated as students who bully carefully select their victims and
create encounters in which they can control others. Second, the bullies repeatedly attack
their victims. And lastly, included are a variety of hurtful actions in addition to physical
attacks (Sharp & Smith, 1991).

Violent Students – Victims of Bullies
In a study mentioned earlier in this literature review by Espelage and Asidao
(1999), through their conversations and interviews with students in a Midwestern middle
school, it was found that a number of the children who were bullies in the present were
also victims in the past. The researchers interviewed 89 students and their teachers in
grades six through eight. In small groups students completed a 30-minute survey which
was read to them by the main investigator. A month later the researchers returned to do
in-depth interviews with each participant. The interviews lasted 30 to 60 minutes in
length and were audio taped. Through these interviews the students’ related experiences
ranging from being the victim of teasing, experiencing social exclusion and physical
attacks to initiating, reinforcing, or joining in on bullying that was already in progress.
This study noted a common comment from the students who were previous victims
turned bully was, “I started making fun of them because somebody else was making fun
of me so I was mad and I just started making fun of somebody else and pushed them
around.” One student noted that she was unpopular when she lived elsewhere and was
the butt of jokes. However, when she moved she became friends with children who were
bullies and became one herself. She now enjoys having the power, whereas in the past,
she had none.
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Perry, Kusel, and Perry (1988) further investigated the relationship between
victimization, aggression, and peer rejection. They reported some of the most extreme
victims also were some of the most aggressive children in their sample. Interestingly
enough Perry and colleagues found that the victimized/aggressive/rejected student might
be aggressive towards weaker children but then be victimized by stronger, aggressive
peers. It is necessary to understand this type of victim to successfully implement
interventions (Batsche & Knoff, 1994).
Jean Tarbett, reporter for The Herald-Dispatch (2001), wrote an article entitled,
How schools fight to stop bullies. Tarbett interviewed students in a West Virginia school
district. One student, a 13 year old with a disability, was fidgety. He twitched, hummed
or did anything but sit perfectly still. Classmates did not understand nor appreciate why
he did this. The other students realized that this behavior was a problem for him and he
became easy prey for others to make fun and taunt him. “I try to ignore them. Then I
agree with them. Then I jump on them,” he stated. “After a while, I just break down and
get mad about it.” Tarbett went on to explain that for students like this one, “getting mad
about it,” usually means yelling nasty words or throwing punches. However, recently in
worst cases, bullied students used guns to get revenge.
Tarbett referred to a previously noted study (Ch. 1) conducted by the United
States Secret Service, that reported 41 students who fired weapons at school showed one
common factor; the majority were victims of school bullies. The Secret Service study
pointed out the following common denominators among school shooters: 1) they were
bullied or teased; 2) they had reached a point of being suicidal; 3) revenge was always the
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motive against the school; and 4) they mentioned their plans beforehand (Tarbett, The
Herald-Dispatch, 2001).
Roughly two-thirds of school shooters had “felt persecuted, bullied, threatened,
attacked, or injured by others” (Bowman, 2001). In a study conducted by the National
Institute of Education (1991) half of all students who admit to bringing weapons to
school do so for their own protection. According to Gorski & Pilotto (1994), violent
youth were noted to have poor frustration, little tolerance and limited coping skills,
increasing the likelihood that they would act out in a challenging situation. Some victims
can take just so much abuse before they retaliate.
Previous research recognized this group of children called bully-victims, who
report being victimized while at the same time report bullying other students (Craig,
1998). The research completed by Espelage and Arora (1999) noted in their study that
this type of student might be similar to the provocative-victims that have been discussed
in several elementary school studies. Provocative-victims are characterized by a
combination of both anxious and aggressive reaction patterns (Olweus, 1978; Perry,
Kusel, & Perry, 1988). Marc Lindberg, professor of psychology at Marshall University
stated, “The kicker these days is that the victims have found a great equalizer, a gun”
(Tarbett, 2001).

Perceptions of Students
School shootings and violent acts have increased in schools across the country.
Researchers, in reviewing the commonalties, found in almost every instance of a school
shooting, the student told another student before it happened. The violent student gave a
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variety of warning signals. Seventy percent of these young killers brought weapons to
school on more than one occasion (Rosenberg, 1999). Other students were aware but did
not share this information with an adult. In a study by Louis Harris and Associates
(1995), only one in five students would definitely tell a teacher if he/she knew a student
had a weapon. About half of the students said they would not report for fear of retaliation.
Dr. Richard Harding, clinical professor of pediatrics and psychiatry at the
University of South Carolina, noted that most students would distance themselves from
peers who talk about extreme acts of violence (Harris, 1995). These same students rarely
report the danger. Harris and Associates (1995) cited ten different incidents of school
shootings during November of 1993 through April 1994. In all of these incidents the
students told someone about their intentions directly or indirectly through writings or
actions. One student wrote a poem in English class about killing someone. A sixteen year
old warned students the previous night to go to a second floor balcony to watch the
shooting. The unfortunate thing is, they did go and didn’t tell anyone (Egan, 1998).
Another student handed out manifestos that said, “Murder is gutsy and daring. Murder is
not weak.” None of the students reported this (Adams, 1998). Michael Corneal brought
guns to school twice prior to his rampage on December 1, 1997. He showed these guns
to several students. He warned friends, “Something big is going to happen.” He wrote
about killings in class. He stabbed and nicked a student with a pen in a previous fight.
No one reported those signs (Adams, 1998). And the list goes on until the fatal day at
Columbine. Fellow students say they saw signs and were concerned but said little to
adults about the dangers they felt (The Associated Press, April 1999).
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We need to find a way to stop the “silence of lambs” syndrome. In Silence of the
lambs: How can we get students to report pending violence? authors Barras & Lyman
(2000) identified and cited violent incidents which may have been prevented if someone
had reported abnormal comments or behaviors beforehand. A national survey conducted
through the Centers for Disease Control and Prevention found that in eleven thousand
high school age students, 7.6% reported carrying a gun during the month preceding the
survey. Yet the Associated Press (April 1999) article mentioned five incidents where a
violent act was stopped because it was reported beforehand. Guns were taken from
students before they could use them.
There is peer pressure not to tell (Lamberg, 1998). Statistics provided by Louis
Harris and Associates from a 1994 survey, indicated only one in five students would
definitely tell a teacher if they knew that a student had a gun, and nearly half of all
students surveyed said they were concerned about retaliation.
Many children endure bullying in silence without assistance from adults. A large
number of children who are targets do not report their experiences to adults (O’Moore,
Kirkham, & Smith 1997; Ziegler & Pepler, 1993). In Zeigler and Pepler’s study, they
reported that only 47% of primary school students told a teacher they were being bullied.
Children do not believe that teachers will respond effectively, if they respond at all,
according to their reports. In a Norwegian study, 40 % of the students in the primary
grades and 60% in junior high reported that teachers intervened only once in a while or
never (Olweus, 1993). Hoover, Oliver, and Hazler (1992) reported 60% of students in
middle and high schools in the United States claimed school staff responded poorly.
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Another survey of nine hundred students taken in 1996 by Hopkinsville High
School Youth Services Youth Center in Kentucky reported more than five hundred
students said they did not feel comfortable telling teachers or administrators about
potential problems such as fights, arguments, or weapons at school. A slightly smaller
number said it was not their responsibility to report drugs or weapons to school
authorities (Barras & Lyman, 2000).
In an article entitled, Victims of School Bullies Say They Don’t Receive Help, by
Gary Faulds (2001) and reported at the tenth European Conference on Developmental
Psychology, it was found that about one quarter of ten year old children who felt they
were bullied at school said they got no help for the problem despite having told one or
more adults. In this study over 900 children in Sweden were questioned. They gave their
perceptions to open-ended questions on why some children bullied. The researcher for
the study was Dr. Ann Erling of the University of Goteborg. She noted that children’s
perceptions of what constitutes bullying are somewhat different than the criteria used
today. Nearly 40% of children in her study defined the term differently than the three
components widely used: aggressive behavior, repeated events, and an imbalance of
power. She stated, “Very few kids think of imbalance of power repeatedly.” It’s
important to realize the children’s own definition is not the way we describe it.” Also
noted in her study was 75% of the children discussed the problem with their parents and
only 10% told their teachers. There were significantly more girls than boys who told their
teachers. When asked if they received help, 45% responded that their teacher had given
them assistance, but 26% said they had not received any help. Could this mean that since
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children and adults have different perceptions of what bullying is; adults involuntarily
miss the warning signs?
Sudermann, Jaffe, and Schieck (1996) report that research studies indicate that
most students who are bullied either do not report the bullying to adults or they wait a
very long time before doing so. They offer feelings of shame, fear of retaliation for
reporting, and fear that adults cannot or will not protect them in settings where bullying
usually takes place (playground, hallways, or to and from school), as reasons for not
reporting.
In Espelage and Asidao (1999), previously mentioned, conversations with middle
school students reported a mixed review of the staff and faculty. Some of the children
they talked with believed the faculty and staff did very little about the bullying in school.
The students complained that teachers saw the bullying going on, but ignored it. The
students also complained about a lack of confidentiality when seeking help from a staff
member. This supported previous research findings that students do not feel that school
personnel protect victims or deal effectively with bullies (Hazler, Hoover, and Oliver,
1992). Espelage and Asidao (1999) also noted some children felt school staff did help
when bullying incidents occurred. These two researchers were not sure why some
children found staff helpful and effective and why others did not. A third group studied,
who had been victimized for many years, felt helpless about getting assistance with their
situation. These students accepted their situation and just wanted to survive school every
day. One victim explained, “Every day I say to myself, ‘I hope this is a day when they
will leave me alone.’ Some days they do leave me alone and they are good days, but
other days I am not so lucky.”
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Espelage and Asidao (1999) reported that the students consistently reported the
need for confidentiality when it came to telling a teacher or principal about a bullying
incident. The students in this study believed the reason why children did not report
bullying behavior more often was because those students who were victimized were
afraid about someone finding out that they had told. One student was quoted as saying,
“You see a lot of times those students who are picked on, they don’t really like to tell on
the person…Because they don’t want other people to call them a tattletale… Yeah, so if
you could figure out some way to neutralize that, I think that would be one thing right
there.”
There is a need for students to feel confident that they can remain anonymous
when they report incidents of bullying or possible violent, hurtful events. In Bowles
(1998) study, child psychologist Pamela Harrison from Houston was quoted saying,
“Schools have to start emphasizing to students that when they hear a classmate say he is
going to kill himself or kill someone else, they must take this seriously and act
immediately.” In order to gain this confidence and help students realize the importance
of reporting to teachers and staff, educators must look at how teacher perceptions and
responses create this lack of confidence within students. What messages are sent to
students? Why are these valuable warning signs missed?

Perceptions of Teachers
In an article entitled, Bullying in School: It Doesn’t Have to Happen, by Frank
Barone (1997) reported that many school administrators, parents, and teachers view
bullying as a harmless “rite of passage” that all children must face and learn to overcome
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and/or ignore. His study was conducted in a middle school in upstate New York. Both
staff and students were surveyed, and the results were compared. A common definition
for bullying was given for both surveys. When asked to estimate the percentage of
students in their schools who had been victimized by bullying, the staff recognized 16%
of the students. Students on the other hand identified 58.8%. This is a significant
difference and warrants concern. This strongly suggests that bullying often goes
unnoticed by adults within the education systems.
O’Moore’s study (1997) in the Ireland schools supported what Barone found. She
reported the study found that there were 27% of primary schools teachers and 53% of
second-level schools teachers who did not recognize bullying as a problem. She also
reported that such ambivalent attitudes were no doubt reflected in the high incidence of
bully/victims problems in the Ireland schools. In the primary school 43% of the students
and 26% in the post-primary schools were involved in bullying either as victims, bullies,
or bully-victims. O’Moore also attributed this lack of commitment to counter bullying to
why students were reluctant to tell their teachers and parents that they were bullied.
O’Moore also found evidence of these ambivalent attitudes among teachers with
inadequate levels of intervention into bullying incidents. In her study (1997) only 38% of
students in primary schools and 23% at second level schools reported that their teachers
tried “almost always” to put a stop to bullying. However, their teachers had not
responded to 52% primary school students and 67% second level schools students about
their observed/reported bullying behaviors. O’Moore believed a lot of bullying could be
avoided if teachers learned to become more sensitive to children’s needs (O’Moore,
1997).
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In a study conducted by Paulk, Swearer, Song, & Cary, (1999) the researchers
compared and contrasted teacher, peer, and self-nominations of bully and victim
behaviors. Sixth grade students from a Mid-Western middle school and their teachers
were the participants in this study. Interestingly, 75% of students identified themselves as
bullies, victims, or both bullies and victims (bully-victims). The teachers accurately
identified 50% of the bullies, and 10.7% of the victims. Both groups failed to recognize
victims. Peers mistakenly identified bullies and victims as bully-victims. Female bullies
were consistently more identified by their peers than males.
Many methods have been used in previous studies to identify bullies and victims.
Those frequently used include peer-nominations, teacher-nominations, anonymous selfnominations, direct observation, and individual interviews. Ahmad and Smith (1990)
compared a number of methods on a sample of 110 children and found that only half of
those that admitted bullying in a questionnaire also admitted it in an interview. Paulk,
Swearer, Song, and Careys’ (1999) study suggested that direct observations were
problematic and should be used less frequently. Therefore, Paulk and colleagues (1999)
believed in a middle school setting that a nomination method incorporating teacher, peer,
and self perceptions of bullying and victim behaviors was the most accurate.
It is important to examine and compare the findings of school staff perceptions to
those of the students. The researchers stated that peer-nominations were invaluable and
had several advantages. First, peers were probably more aware of who bullies were
because most of these behaviors occurred when teachers were not present (Crick &
Grotpeter, 1995; Perry, Kusel, & Perry, 1988). Second, teachers may be motivated to
report biased estimates of bullying to avoid giving the impression of inadequate
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supervision (Perry, Kusel, & Perry, 1988). Lastly, the use of aggregated peer judgments
minimized the impact of any individual rater’s bias and increased the statistical reliability
of the assessments (Crick & Grotpeter, 1995; Perry et al., 1988).
Problems emerged with teacher reporting and were noted by Perry and colleagues
(1988). Teachers differed markedly in thresholds for perceiving victimization, and they
varied widely in the number of children they nominated for at least one victimization
item, as well as in the number of victimization items they attributed to any given child. It
was noted that teachers were the most reliable only in extreme forms of bullying and
victimization. This was also seen in the Espelage and Arora (1999) study discussed
earlier. They reported there were a significant percentage of students, not necessarily
identified as bullies by the teachers, who reported teasing others to go along with the
crowd. This again suggested that students know who the bullies and victims are more so
than teachers. Also in this study was several of the teacher nominated bullies, who
reported a history of victimization, believing that it was their turn to be the bully because
they had been harassed by other students previously. This victimization had to begin
somewhere earlier. Where was it missed, and if help was received early on, would these
students have felt the need to become the bully? This again suggests that teachers are a
key factor in detection and intervention.
Looking back over several violent incidents where students brought guns to
school, many warning signs were missed by school personnel. In February of 1996, Barry
Loukaitis brought a gun to school and killed two students and a teacher at Frontier
Middle School. He had written a poem in English class stating, “I look at his body on the
floor killing a bastard that deserves to die. Ain’t nothing like it in the world. But he sure
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did bleed a lot.” The English teacher did not report it. In 1998, at Westside Middle
School in Jonesboro, AR, Mitchell Johnson told friends he “had a lot of killing to do,”
while his accomplice, Andrew Golden declared his intention in December to “bring a gun
to school and shoot some people.” Most of the students ignored him, but one student and
his father reported this information to the school counselor, who they say took no action
on the matter (Adams, 1998). Four students and a teacher were killed and ten others
wounded. In May 1998, Kip Kinkel of Springfield, OR, fired fifty shots into a crowded
cafeteria, killing two and wounding twenty-four others (Sullivan, 1998). It was reported
that Kip spoke often of bombing his school and shooting students. The yearbook from his
middle school had labeled him as “Most Likely to Start World War III.” He actually
once stated in front of a class that he wanted to be a killer. When he was asked why he
answered, “Because when I snap, I want to have all the firepower I can.” The day before
the shooting he told another student he was going to do something stupid and get back at
other students. Everyone, including staff, thought his threats were just “big talk.” Then,
of course there was the great tragedy at Columbine. Eric Harris made a video at school in
which he bragged about his new guns (Associated Press, April 1999). Where have adults
failed to listen and understand the students?
Few studies have focused on teacher perceptions and identification of bullies
(Boulton, 1997). These studies did not contrast findings with peer or self-perceptions. In
Boulton’s study (1997), he examined teachers’ attitudes and definitions of bullying
behavior and focused on teachers’ perceived roles in coping with bullying behavior in the
classroom. In a study conducted by Huesmann, Eron, Guerra, & Crawshaw (1994) they
developed the Teacher Prediction of Peer-Nominated Aggression in which teachers
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predicted peer-nominations among their students. This study did not make comparisons
of teacher, peer, and self-perceptions of bullying.
Paulk, Swearer, Song, & Cary’s (1999) study used multiple sources of data to
assess bullying and victimization. Previous studies have focused on elementary-aged
children (Perry, Kusel, & Perry, 1998; Coie, Underwood, & Lochman, 1991; and
Callaghan & Joseph, 1995). The technique used in these previous studies was a peernomination where the students were presented with grids containing names or pictures of
classmates and asked to identify those that demonstrated bullying or victim behaviors. In
the study conducted by Paulk and colleagues (1999), it was noted that middle school
students participated in up to six different classes per day. This class arrangement
increased the number of students they come in contact with daily. This would make this
sort of technique difficult for the students to assess. Paulk and colleagues (1999)
modified an existing peer nomination instrument to reflect the developmental differences
between elementary and middle school populations. Students were asked to write in the
names of classmates for their responses to items such as “They lose things.” Students
were asked to complete The Bully Survey (Swearer & Paulk, 1998) that questioned
students regarding the nature of bullying, motivations, and how bullying was handled by
the school personnel. The Teacher Nomination Inventory (Swearer & Paulk, 1998) was
presented in a similar format as the Peer Nomination Inventory. This elicited teacher
responses regarding bullying and victim behaviors among the students.
This study focused on perceptions of bullying and victimization as opposed to
valid identification of bullying and victimization. Bullying for this study was defined as
“any activity from teasing to physical attacks where one or a group of people picks on
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another person over a long period of time.” At least one teacher and four peers were
required for a nomination to be established. Approximately 75% of students reported that
they had been bullied, victimized, or both during the 1998-1999 school year. Seven
percent reported they had actively bullied other students and 34% reported having been
victimized by peers at school while an equal number reported they had both bullied and
had been bullied by peers. Lastly, 25% reported they had not experienced bullying or
victimization during the past year. Peers consistently identified 0% of the male bullies,
25% of the male victims and 42% of the male bully-victims. Peers consistently identified
67% of the female bullies, 9% of female victims, and 30% of female bully-victims.
However, they mistakenly identified 16.7% of the bullies as bully-victims, 7.1% of the
victims as bullies, and 28.6% of the victims as bully-victims, 25% of the bully-victims as
bullies, and 17.9% of the bully-victims as victims. Teachers mistakenly identified 17.9%
of the victims as bullies, which is important to this study. Teachers mistakenly identified
21.4% of the bully-victims as bullies, also significant to this current study, and 7.1% of
the bully-victims as victims.
A significant observation in this study was that both teachers and peers had
difficulty in identifying pure victims of bullying. Victims of bullying appear to go largely
unnoticed. Peers and teachers mistakenly identified 57.1% and 71.4% of victims as nostatus subjects. Teachers did not recognize victim behaviors even among students who
demonstrated both bully and victim behaviors. They did accurately identify bullies and
bullying behavior and consistently labeled students as bullies, but could not recognize
those students who were also victims of bullying. These contradictions may reflect the
thinking that many bullies may also be victims and many victims may also be bullies.
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Victims’ responses to bullying behaviors may actually be a response that is initiated in
self-defense. The researchers stressed the importance that students may have more
opportunity than their teachers to observe instances of bullying among their peers. This
could influence the results reported by students.
This study also discovered stereotype by gender. Teachers failed to identify 67%
of the male bullies for any category. Peers also failed to nominate 64% of female victims,
which the study referred to as passive females. Contrasted to this finding, the peers were
able to identify 67% of female bullies, which the researchers believed may be due to the
externalizing aggressive behaviors of the female bullies who operate in contrast to the
indirect or passive female stereotype.
It appears that bully-victims are often punished for their bully behaviors while
their experiences as a victim go unnoticed. Teachers can accelerate an already combative
relationship by punishing these bullying behaviors without acknowledging victim
experiences. This can increase frustration and subsequent displays of aggressive behavior
because it “feels unfair” to bully-victims. This may be a key to this study when looking at
interventions. The researchers point out that insisting that bully-victims learn anger
control techniques may actually encourage externalizing bullying behaviors by increasing
frustration levels of bully-victims. Further, it is stated that it may be frustrating to be
asked to control one’s anger while refusing to acknowledge that even though one may
bully, one may also be victimized.
Louis Harris & Associates (1995) included a survey of telephone interviews with
1,000 public school teachers in grades three through twelve, examined teachers’
perceptions in two aspects. Questions were asked related to changes in the level of
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violence during the past year, their feelings of safety, as well as their personal
experiences. As in the previous study conducted in 1993, the majority of teachers felt
very safe when they were at school. Only 1% of public school teachers did not feel safe
when they were at school as compared to 8% of students who did not feel safe when they
were at school. Compared to five years earlier more teachers have been the victims of a
violent act that occurred in or around school while students’ experiences had not
changed. In the 1993 and 1995 study, one-fourth of students have been victims of a
violent act that occurred in and around school. Additionally, the majority of students have
had a student verbally insult them in their school during the past year. In 1995, one in six
teachers (16%) have been a victim of violence in or around school as compared to one in
nine teachers (11%) in 1993, and 90% reported that a student committed the act.
While perceptions of safety have changed, teacher perspectives on the causes for
violence in school are still centered on the family, or more accurately, lack of parental
supervision at home and lack of family involvement. Students’ perceptions were
believed to be peer group pressure.
Stephenson and Smith (1989) report that 25% of teachers believed that it was
sometimes better to ignore the problem. The researchers suggest this may be due to the
fact that bullying often occurs in the form of verbal intimidation, isolation, and exclusion
and this is viewed as less serious than physical assaults. Boulton and Underwood (1992)
reported the correlation between reported victimization and intervention by teachers was
less than the reported frequency of bullying and interventions by teachers.
According to research findings, there is a strong push for adults to re-examine
some of their own beliefs before they can intervene effectively. Many teachers and

46
parents will tell children not to “tattle” and to resolve their own problems. In bullying
situations there is a power imbalance, which ensures the victim will get the worst of the
interaction. The victim and the bully need interventions in order to stop the pattern and
they need trained, caring adults to help them. Batsche and Knoff (1994) believe that
school personnel must recognize that the problem is pervasive and can contribute to
decline in academics and social progress of students. They urge that a comprehensive
intervention plan be implemented for the entire school staff but, “Until then, bullies will
continue to roam the halls of our nation’s schools, unchecked and in control” (Batsche
and Knoff, 1994).

Preventive Programs
Walker & Walker (2000), in their address to Secondary School Principals, stated,
“The root causes of youth violence are embedded in our culture and society; they will be
extremely difficult to change, even in the long term. As a country, we need to reduce the
toxic influences of these risk factors upon our developing children and youth.” In their
report, they sited 90% of schools as safe, but this suggests that 10 % of 125,000
United States schools are unsafe. This would not be tolerated in airline travel, courts,
churches, legislatures, district attorneys’ offices, etc., but it seems to be accepted in
schools. Although there is no guarantee that all schools will be free from violence, it is
possible to implement positive steps to improve the safety in schools (Walker & Walker,
2000).
A study conducted by Weiler, Dorman, & Pealer (1999), examined Florida school
violence policies and programs. They assessed the violence prevention, control policies,
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and education programs in 67 public school districts. Information was gathered through
use of a questionnaire. There was a response rate of 82%, with 55 schools completing the
survey. When asked if student violence had changed in the past five years, 62% reported
a slight increase, 18% a substantial increase, and 7% believed violence had decreased
slightly or stayed the same. Only 31% had a policy that addressed violence-prevention
education, but 49% had allocated funds for violence-prevention education. This study
found violence and criminal activity in schools continuing. Data suggested that school
districts have focused more attention on environmental protection (security) strategies
than educational strategies. It was not possible to determine the effectiveness of any
education intervention from the needs assessment data. The researchers believed it was
likely that the school districts were using a “catch-as-catch-can” approach to meet the
public demands to do something to curb school and youth violence. The researchers
further stated presence of a policy does not guarantee a decrease in violence. To be
effective violence prevention must consist of a comprehensive and coordinated public
health and societal approach that includes the family, community, government, religious
organizations, criminal justice system, and media.
The enemy within: A national study on school violence and prevention, conducted
by Peterson, Pietrzak, & Speaker (1998), stated that a significant number of programs
have focused at the secondary levels, but little attention has been directed toward
elementary schools or towards determining what programs might effectively prevent
violent behavior before it starts (Johnson & Johnson, 1995). Staff from 15 districts in 12
states participated in this study. A random sample of 202 teachers, 59 building
administrators, 28 district administrators, and 2 counselors responded. Of those
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responding to the study, 90 were elementary level, 90 middle/junior high level, 84 high
school, and 17 multiple grades level. The researchers examined the programs
implemented to determine which were seen as the most effective and the least effective.
The results showed perceived effectiveness was fairly consistent for all but small schools,
which had not implemented the more costly programs or strategies. Most effective
programs involved training and allocation of resources for professional educators as well
as non-school personnel that would support educators. The data also found that schools
tended to rely on the use of police/security personnel and technology to combat violence
after the issue became problematic. Data indicated that preschool/elementary levels must
address the factors implicated as significant contributors to school violence; Decline in
family structure and the breakdown of moral/ethical education of youth. Researchers
suggested that any conflict mediation program chosen should have sound empirical
validation to ensure effectiveness. Norms, values, and culture of a school should promote
negotiation and mediation procedures including classroom lessons on improving
communication skills, ways to control anger, appropriate assertiveness, problem-solving
skills, perspective taking, creative thinking, and other related interpersonal and smallgroup skills (Johnson and Johnson, 1995).
Espelage and Arora (1999) recommended that teachers, administrators, and
parents need training and education concerning interventions to prevent and minimize
bullying. This should include a module on understanding and appreciating individual
differences. They stressed the importance of considering bullying as a group process
rather than just bully to victim interactions in their interventions, because students who
participate in teasing other students to go along with the crowd, might not have the skills
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to go against the pressure to join in. The researchers also suggested that teachers should
not assume that bullying has ceased when students stop talking about being victimized.
Through their interviews, they found students believed they needed to be strong and
manage the harassment without adult intervention.
Barone (1997) recommended better supervision among school staff members with
training on what to look for, including accidental pushing, which may actually be
premeditated bullying. He identified in-service training as the most urgent area for
schools to invest in the fight against bullying. Barone highly recommended Daniel
Olweus, E. Roland, also of Norway, and Andrew Mellor, Scotland for their anti-bullying
programs.
In Olweus’ study (1993) it is noted that social context and supervision at school
play as a major part in the frequency and severity of bullying problems. He stated that
while administrators and teachers have little control over family factors which can
produce children who are inclined to bully, bullying problems can be greatly reduced in
severity by appropriate supervision, intervention, and improved climate in a school. He
stressed the importance of the appropriateness of interventions by adults when they see
bullying or when they are made aware of it. The climate needs to be one where there is
warmth and acceptance of all students. There need to be high standards for student and
teacher behavior towards one another. Teacher attitudes toward aggression and skills with
regard to supervision and intervention will determine how teachers will react to bullying
situations. There is a need for training and in-servicing of school staff to acquire these
needed skills.
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Mona O’Moore (1997) addressed the European Conference on Initiatives to
Combat School Bullying in 1999. Her message was a strong recommendation for the
need on a national scale for formal pre-service and in-service training programs for
teachers on bullying and victimization. She stressed that teachers are the key to change.
“If our teachers can be sensitized to the ill-effects of bullying behavior, then future
generations of children and parents will in turn be sensitized. Today’s child is
tomorrow’s parent.” Her address crystallized in Ireland by the tragic death of a young
student, Kenneth Connolly (February, 1998). At his inquest, Kenneth’s parents related
that without their knowledge, he had endured five years of verbal and physical bullying
as he progressed through secondary school. His parents told the coroner how the
perpetrators of bullying had “destroyed a beautiful life of a caring and loving person, who
was there for everyone, who came to him with their problems.” They asked, in hopes that
Kenneth’s death will not be in vain, three things: 1) The “bullies” realize that through
their actions they can drive a person to despair and death; 2) That victims of bullying
please do not suffer in silence as our beloved Kenny did for many years; and 3) That the
government has to protect children from this happening again and set up help for children
and parents so they know where to turn to get proper help (O’Moore, 1999).
O’Moore believes Kenneth’s story to strengthen the rationale for teacher training.
She stated, “There is a deficit in knowledge, as well as formal processes in helping
teachers learn how to best translate the recommendations into practice.” Her study
concluded with, “Hopefully, with training every teacher can in the future become a
driving force in preventing, reducing, and countering bullying in our school
communities.”

51
Schools need to heed the words of Albert Einstein. “The world is not an evil place
because of the evil that men do but because of those who allow them to do it.” A safe
haven for both students and teachers can be created if what teachers need to know to help
students gain confidence in the adults in our schools can be identified. Therefore, one can
only conclude, more research with staff is critical. It is vital to identify areas of need, and
at what levels more knowledge is necessary to help staff members take the bullying and
victimization problem seriously.
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CHAPTER III
METHODS

This study investigates the perceptions of teachers in one Pennsylvania school
district. Elementary, middle, and high school teachers expressed their perceptions and
ideas related to student victimization created primarily from bullying. Do these teachers
perceive that bullying and victimization is a serious problem? Are they able to identify
bullies and victims in their school? Does this perception change at the different levels
(elementary, middle, or high school) or by teaching experience? Does gender play a
significant role in their perceptions of victimization? Do they know how to deal
effectively with victims and incidents of bullying when it occurs?
Research cited in chapters one and two support that deliberate or inadvertent
comments made by teachers can send mixed messages to students. This may add to the
“culture of school violence,” whereby victims become bullies because they believe adults
are not supportive in helping them solve the problem. Research findings support the
notion that messages, verbal and nonverbal, adults convey can have an important impact
on students’ behavior (Batsche & Knoff, 1994; Mellor, 1993). These messages are related
to teacher beliefs. If there is an inconsistent understanding by staff members of
recognizing the seriousness of bullying this situation will affect how they react to bullies
and victims. This study attempts to provide insight into those beliefs and develop
recommendations as to the areas that need to be addressed during in-service training
programs to help decrease victimization.
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Background Information
The study was conducted in a suburban school district with a population of about
3,200 students and 251 teachers. The district is progressive with many safe school
programs already in place. School Resource officers [SRO] are assigned to the schools on
a full time basis. They have implemented programs in each of the schools. The district
has a Safe Schools Committee that meets on a monthly basis throughout the school year.
School policies have been developed for keeping students safe, and these policies seem to
be followed.
The district consists of three elementary schools, one middle school, and one high
school. All schools are staffed with counselors, principals, and assistant principals or
deans of students. The elementary schools house kindergarten through grade five
students, with the middle school consisting of grades six through eight. The high school
includes grades nine through twelve. Since the schools are in the same complex, the
middle school and high school students ride the same buses to and from school. This
situation may give middle school students opportunities to be exposed to bullying
behaviors from the older students. This situation also creates an environment for older
students to harass younger students.
One of my duties as an administrator and one of the district crisis coordinators in
this district is to conduct a variety of workshops and in-services for all employees. Each
year the schools are provided information on bullying and prevention strategies. As
related to aggressive student behavior, feedback is gathered from the staff to help this
district coordinate future workshop and in-service topics. In 2003 the district gathered
information via a teacher questionnaire concerning teacher perceptions on bullying and
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victimization. The results of this survey formed the data set that will be analyzed in this
study. The data was gathered at an October 2003 in-service for the elementary staff and at
two separate in-services in September 2003 for the middle and high school staff.
Permission to analyze the data was granted by the district superintendent through a
written letter of request (see Appendix A).

Participants
A total of 251 practicing teachers from all five schools were asked to complete the
teacher survey as part of the district’s in-service program and are the participants for this
study. Teachers who were absent from the in-service training were also provided a
teacher survey to complete. Figure 2 displays the distribution of teachers at the
elementary, middle, and high school levels and indicates the number of teachers at each
level who completed the survey. A total of 238 staff completed and returned the surveys.
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DISTRICT STAFF
By
GRADE LEVELS

Elementary School
Grades K-5

Middle School
Grades 6-7-8

High School
Grades 9-12

# Teachers - 108

# Teachers - 64

# Teachers - 79

Completed Survey

Completed Survey

Completed Survey

N=108

N=61

N=69

Figure 2. Organizational Chart for District Staff by Grade Levels. This chart shows the
breakdown for total number of teachers at the elementary, middle, and high schools, and
then displays the number of teachers that completed the survey for this study.
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I will describe each grade level in turn in order to compare the attributes of each
group and further explain their demographics.

Description of Participants at Elementary School Level
The 108 elementary participants included staff members at each of the three
elementary buildings. It was important that the schools did not feel they were being
compared; therefore, they will be included as one group. The elementary staff includes
those teachers that teach primarily in self-contained academic classes, kindergarten
through fifth grades. Other staff members include special education teachers, support
staff, and fine arts teachers.
Special education teachers work in a small classroom setting and/or team-teach in
a regular academic inclusion classroom. Some of these teachers engage students at all
grade levels, while others may teach primary (K-2) or intermediate (3-5) only. The
support staff is a diversified group of teachers offering a variety of resources for each
building. These include guidance counselors, a social worker, nurses, reading specialists,
instructional support teachers, and English as a second language teacher [ESL]. Teachers
in the fine arts; music, chorus, band, art, foreign languages, physical education,
computers, and library, work with all grade levels. The students are scheduled for these
classes one to two periods per six- day rotation.
Figure 3 provides a detailed breakdown of the elementary staff showing the
number of self-contained classroom teachers in the primary (K-2) and intermediate
grades (3-5) as well as the other staff members assigned to the elementary grades.

57

Elementary
Staff
108 Teachers
Teach
Specific Groups
of Students

Contact
with
All Students

Primary
Grades K-2
# Teachers - 33

Support Staff
#Teachers - 10

Intermediate
Grades 3-5
# Teachers - 37

Fine Arts Staff
# Teachers 14

Special Education
Grades K-5
# Teachers 14

Figure 3. Distribution of Elementary Teachers. Teachers are displayed according to
those teaching specific groups of students and those having contact with all students.
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Description of Participants at Middle School Level
The middle school follows the philosophy and mission directed toward catering to
the needs of young adolescents utilizing the teaming concept. The school houses grades
six through eight. Students are placed on teams; there are six teams with two teams per
grade level. A team typically consists of five regular education teachers, and one learning
support special education teacher. Similar to the elementary schools, there are numerous
support staff at the middle school. In addition to those mentioned at the elementary level,
the middle school group includes both a math and language arts resource teacher. The
resource teachers are involved with all students and responsible for implementing a
number of programs to help students succeed.
The students at the middle school take fine arts classes that include: art, music,
family and consumer science, technology education (industrial arts), and foreign
languages. The students attend these classes every day for one period for seven weeks
before rotating to another fine arts class. The fine arts teachers interact with students at all
grade levels at some point in the school year. The music department has four staff
members who teach instrumental music and chorus. There is also a planetarium science
teacher, a librarian, a computer technology teacher, and three physical education teachers.
It should be noted that this researcher is the principal of this school. According to
Miles and Huberman (1994) “Weak consent usually leads to poorer data. Respondents
will try to protect themselves in a mistrusted relationship, or one formed with the
researcher by superiors only” (p. 291). Although there seems to be a good rapport with
the majority of staff members; it is not believed there would be mistrust concerning how
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the data would be used. This topic is of personal interest of the principal. Thus the
teachers in the middle school know bullying behaviors will not be tolerated and may be
more aware of these bullying behaviors.
Figure 4 details the distribution of middle school staff showing the number of
team teachers teaching the core subjects, as well as the other staff members teaching at
the middle school level.
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Middle School
Staff
64 Teachers
Teach
Specific Group
of Students

Contact
with
All Students

Team Teachers
Grades 6-7-8
# Teachers - 30

Support Staff
#Teachers - 9

Special Education
Grades 6-7-8
# Teachers 10

Fine Arts Staff
# Teachers 15

Figure 4. Distribution of Middle School Teachers. Teachers are displayed according to
those teaching specific groups of students and those having contact with all students.
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Description of Participants at High School Level
The high school includes grades nine through twelve. Classes include a mixed
group of students from all grade levels. Academic classes also include foreign language.
This differs from the middle school due to the fact that foreign language at the middle
school is an exploratory program and meets in a rotational setting of seven weeks with
different groups of students.
The special education and support curricula are similar to the elementary and
middle school programs. The fine arts programs operate differently; there are many
electives the students can choose for credit. These include: art, instrumental and vocal
music, videography, ROTC, tech education, and family and consumer science. Not an
elective, but included with the fine arts teachers, are members of the physical education
department.
Figure 5 provides a detailed distribution of high school staff showing the number
of academic teachers teaching the core subjects as well as other staff members teaching at
the high school level.
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High School
Staff
79 Teachers
Teach
Specific Group
of Students

Contact
with
All Students

Academic Teachers
Grades 9-12
# Teachers - 40

Support Staff
#Teachers - 13

Special Education
Grades 9-12
# Teachers 9

Fine Arts Staff
# Teachers 17

Figure 5. Distribution of High School Teachers. Teachers are displayed according to
those teaching specific groups of students and those having contact with all students.
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Confidentiality
As with all data collection in this district, teachers were instructed that their
responses would be both anonymous and confidential and that the district would use the
information internally for program planning. The surveys did not collect teachers' names
nor did they use any form of identification coding thereby assuring anonymity of the
participants. One survey question, Question 2, asked teachers to indicate the grade level
that they taught (elementary, middle or high school). This item was used to analyze data
and was not used to identify specific participants. Once teachers completed the surveys
they were collected at random. The identity of all participants remained anonymous
throughout the study.

Survey
The district administered the survey to gauge teacher perceptions concerning
bullying and victimization. Since there has been very little research completed
concerning teacher perceptions on this topic, with most research focused on students and
their perceptions, the instrument chosen was one adapted by Noelle M. Bidwell and
utilized in her study: The Nature and Prevalence of Bullying in Elementary Schools,
1997.
The district chose to utilize this survey instrument for several reasons: 1) the
school setting is similar to that used in Bidwell’s study (1997), 2) participant size was
similar, although modifications were made for teaching levels to include primary and
high school levels, and 3) the questions reflect perceptions of staff members concerning
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their beliefs and recognition of bullying and victimization (see Appendix B) which was
the ultimate goal of the district.
This district survey had a possible 251 participants with 238 completing this
survey. Since bullying and victimization may look different at the different levels, it is
intended that this survey, would provide important information that would lead to
improved in -service training programs adapted to meet the needs at each level.

Description of Survey by Section
The following is a description for each section in the survey. There were three
sections with a total of 17 questions on the survey. The first section, questions 1-5
general teacher information, answered the question, “Is there a difference in beliefs
according to gender, level taught, years of teaching experience, number of years in
current school, and whether academics or other were taught by the staff members?”
Section two focused on teachers that believed bullying was a serious problem in
their classroom. Only those participants completed section two of the survey. Section two
consisted of nine questions (questions 6-14) dealing with recognition of bullying traits.
The majority of these questions used a check system to respond. Check if “yes” leave
unchecked if “no.”
Section three included three questions (questions15-17) pertaining to strategies
that can prevent bullying. All participants were to complete this section. The questions
explored what should students; school personnel, and parents felt they could do to
prevent bullying. Again a check system was used with various strategies listed. Figure 6
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indicates each section of the survey and the number of participants who responded to
each section.
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SURVEY
ADMINISTERED
to
N=238

PART I of Survey
Demographic Variables
Questions 1-5

N=238

QUESTION 6
“Is Bullying a Serious Problem?”

N=238

“YES” Responses

“NO” Responses

Go to Question 7-14

Go to Question 15

N=52

N=186

PART III of Survey
Preventing Bullying
Questions 15-17

N=238

Figure 6. Progression of Participants Through Survey Items.
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Data Collection
In-service trainings were held at the high school and middle school in September
2003, at separate times. The in-services were part of an on going district initiative to
promote strategies for bullying and harassment prevention. The elementary in-service
was held in October, 2003. There were two sessions held; the first included the primary
staff (K-2), and the second session included intermediate teachers (3-5). The participants
were divided in smaller groups in order to promote active participation with the activities
planned.
All sessions began the same way. A brief statement about past workshops and an
introduction to the current workshop was presented. The surveys were distributed. The
directions and each of the questions were read out loud by this researcher and time was
given for staff members to respond. No discussion took place during the completion of
the survey. Since information gathered was for district use, no names were placed on the
surveys. Information obtained from the surveys will be shared with the staff at a later
workshop. The data obtained is also to plan future in-service in the district. This data
also formed the basis for analysis of this study.

Data Analysis
The responses from each of the levels, elementary, middle, and high school were
entered into a database, and an SPSS (Statistical Program for Social Sciences) data file
was created. The numeric data were formatted with variable names and response
categories.
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The responses were analyzed across the demographic variables with specific
focus on perceptions indicated by responses to the survey. Where appropriate, the
analysis looked at relationships that existed between or among the items. Frequencies
were calculated in order to determine; 1) if teachers see bullying as a serious problem 2)
if this perception differs depending on the demographic information provided by the
teachers 3) if the teachers have an understanding of how bullying and victimization can
be prevented and, 4) if these findings compare to the other research findings. In addition,
the findings were grouped into themes that emerged from the analysis to further explore
and explain the results.
The initial analyses are non-parametric comparisons owing to non-normality
(unequal N’s) and lack of homogeneity of the responses. Initial analyses utilized chi
square and where appropriate, the chi square nulls tested values against expected values
as predicted in the literature. Additional correlational analyses were used to investigate
potential relationships among item responses.
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CHAPTER IV
RESULTS
The study investigated teacher perceptions concerning bullying and victimization
in one western Pennsylvania school district. This study was part of an on-going staff
development program to raise awareness of the bullying and victimization problems.
All teachers in this district (251) were required to participate in the in-service and thus
given the opportunity to participate in the study. The survey was completed by two
hundred and thirty-eight teachers (N=238).

Overview of the Structuring of Results
The analysis of data begins with a brief description of the demographic variables:
gender, grade taught, number of years teaching, and years teaching in current school, and
teaching in an academic/non-academic setting. Following this description are the
descriptive statistics for teacher responses to part two of the survey, questions concerning
bullying and victimization traits, and for part three of the survey questions concerning
ways to prevent bullying.
To provide insight into which demographic variables appeared to affect the
perceptions of the teachers who viewed bullying as a serious problem, chi-square analysis
were utilized. Specifically, teacher perspectives of; 1) who are the victims and bullies 2)
why and how students bully the victims and 3) where and how often bullying takes place.
Lastly, an examination utilizing chi-square analysis was conducted from the data
collected in part three of the survey dealing with bullying prevention to determine the
teachers’ perceptions of how bullying and victimization can be prevented.
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Overview of Presentation of Statistical Reports
Figure 6 in chapter 3 depicts the progression of participants through each section.
Their responses will be referenced throughout this chapter. Part II of the survey,
questions 7 through 14, was only completed by the participants who perceived bullying
and victimization as a serious problem. Teachers that answered “no” to the question “Is
bullying a serious problem?” are not displayed therefore, the frequencies will not sum to
1.00.
Several categories were collapsed when utilizing the chi-square analysis to
determine significant difference. The demographic variable, grades taught, K, 1, and 2, 3,
4, and 5, and K-5 categories were collapsed and represent all elementary teachers in this
district to produce cell values that would provide for a more accurate computation of
statistical significance. Responses for “always” and “almost always” were also collapsed
into one category. Lastly, years teaching and years teaching in current school were
collapsed into three categories of 1-10 years, 11-20 years, and 21+ years in order to
produce cell values that would provide for a more accurate computation of statistical
significance.

Teacher Demographic Variables
The data analysis begins with a brief description of participants who were
included in the study. Demographic information is used extensively throughout the
analysis and discussion in the other survey sections. Two hundred and thirty-eight (238)
surveys or 94.8% were completed.
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The majority of teachers (79%) in this district are female. Almost half of the
teaching staff (45.4%) is in the elementary schools. It is a relatively “young” district with
a little over half of the teachers (51.3%) having one to ten years of teaching experience
and 63.8% of the teachers have been in their current school for one to ten years. In terms
of participants teaching in an academic or non-academic setting, there seemed to be some
confusion when answering this question. Teachers’ answers depended on individual
perceptions of their teaching position. Fine arts teachers teaching music for example, may
perceive their position as an academic or non-academic setting. The majority of teachers
(72.3%) reported that they were in an academic setting. The descriptive statistics tables
describing the sample findings for the teacher demographic variables can be found in
Appendix C.

Presentation for Reporting Data
Data gathered is presented by related categories on the survey rather than
according to the sequenced questions on the survey. The reporting begins with question
6, displayed in Table 1. Question 6 asked respondents “Do you think bullying is a serious
problem in your class?” The 52 teachers who responded yes to question 6 were asked to
complete part two; questions 7 through 14 (see Figure 6, Ch. 3). All teachers (N=238)
completed questions 15 through 17. Tables 2 through 12 display the descriptive statistics
for questions 7 through 14. These questions were answered by the participants who
reported bullying to be a serious problem. The tables are displayed according to the
following: Tables 2 through 4 display the responses for how students are bullied, where
bullying takes place and why students bully. Tables 5 through 7 display the responses for

72
identification of who are the bullies. Tables 8 through 10 display the responses for
identification of who are the victims. Tables 11 and 12 display teachers’ reported
observation as to how often bullying is stopped by students and teachers when they see
bullying occur.

Teacher Recognition of Bullying
Table 1 displays the teacher responses to question 6 of the survey; “Do you think
bullying is a serious problem?”

Table 1
Teachers Who Report Bullying as a Serious Problem
Sees Bullying as a Serious Problem

Frequency

Percent

Yes

52

21.8

No

186

78.2

238

100.0

A sizable minority (21.8%) perceived bullying to be a serious problem.
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How Students are Bullied
Question 8 had two parts. The first part asked the teachers to indicate ways that
students bullied other students. The respondents were able to check all statements that
applied. Therefore, the percentages reported will not equal one hundred percent due to
multiple answers from each participant. Table 2 displays results for question 8a; “In
what ways are the students in your class bullied?”

Table 2
Frequencies and Percentages of Teacher Reports of How Students are Bullied
Students are Bullied by (N=52)

Frequency

Percent

Teasing, ridicule, degrading, and gestures

48

94.1

Social isolation

41

80.4

Intimidation and threats

24

47.1

Hitting, kicking, and pushing

23

45.1

Vandalizing and stealing

10

19.6

Other

2

3.9

According to the majority of respondents, bullying took the form of teasing,
ridicule, degrading, and gestures (94.1%) as the primary bullying methods, closely
followed by social isolation (80.4%), with intimidation and threats (47.1%), and hitting,
kicking and pushing (45.1%) observed less frequently.
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Where Bullying Occurs
The second part of question 8 asked the teachers to indicate where bullying takes
place. The respondents were able to check all statements that applied. Table 3 displays
results for question 8b; “Where are these students bullied?”

Table 3
Frequencies and Percentages of Teacher Reports of Where Students are Bullied
Where Students are Bullied (N=52)

Frequency

Percent

Hallways

37

71.2

Lunchroom

31

59.6

Classrooms/gym

30

57.7

On the way to school

30

57.7

On the way from school

26

50.0

Restrooms

19

36.5

Playground

16

31.4

Hallways were the most prominent site for bullying (71.2%). Participants ranked
lunchroom (59.6%), classrooms/gym (57.7%), and on the way to school (57.7%) within
2% points of each other. Interesting to note that a minority of teachers (31.4%) indicated
that bullying took place in the restrooms and on the playground.
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Why Students Bully
Table 4 displays results for question 14; “Why do you think these students bully
their peers?” The respondents were able to check all statements that applied. Therefore,
the percentages reported will not equal one hundred percent due to multiple answers from
each participant.

Table 4
Frequencies and Percentages of Teacher Reports of Why Students Bully Their Peers
Reasons for Bullying (N=52)

Frequency

Percent

To feel powerful

47

90.4

Low self-esteem

34

65.4

Attention

33

63.5

Jealousy

25

48.1

When teachers were asked to speculate as to the reasons for bullying, an
overwhelming majority reported students bully their peers in order to feel powerful
(90.4%). Low self-esteem (65.4%) and attention seeking (63.5%) was reported by over
half of the respondents.
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Who Are the Bullies
Question 9 had two parts. The first part asked the teachers to indicate who the
bullies were. The respondents were able to check all statements that applied. Therefore,
the percentages reported will not equal one hundred percent due to multiple answers from
each participant. Table 5 displays results for question 9a; “Who are these students bullied
by?”

Table 5
Frequencies and Percentages of Teacher Reports of Who are the Bullies
Students are Bullied by (N=52)

Frequency

Percent

A group of boys

24

46.2

Both boys and girls

24

46.2

A group of girls

22

42.3

A boy

18

34.6

A girl

15

28.8

Teachers indicated that both boys and girls bully other students (46.2%),
particularly in groups, with a group of boys (46.2%) indicated slightly more often than
groups of girls (42.3%). A smaller number of teachers indicated an individual boy or girl
bullies other students, however an individual boy (34.6%) was identified more often than
an individual girl (28.8%).
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The second part of question 9 asked the teachers to indicate what grade/class the
bullies were in. Table 6 displays results for question 9b; “What grade/class are these
bullies in?”

Table 6
Frequencies and Percentages of Teacher Reports of What Grade/Class the Bullies are In
Grade/Class the Bullies are in (N=52)

Frequency

Percent

Same class

36

67.9

Same grade

33

62.3

Older grade

25

47.2

Another class

13

24.5

Younger grade

11

20.8

Most bullies were thought to be in the same class (67.9%) and/or the same grade
(62.3%) as the victim. Peers seem to bully other peers. Teachers indicated that the bully
was less often older than the victim (47.2%)

.
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Table 7 displays results for question 12; “How many students in your class have
BULLIED other students?”

Table 7
Frequencies and Percentages of Teacher Reports of the Number of Bullies in Class by
Gender
Bullies in Class by Gender (N=52)

Frequency

Percent

Zero

2

5.4

1-2

23

62.2

3-4

8

21.6

5 or more

4

10.8

Zero

5

15.6

1-2

18

56.3

3-4

4

12.5

5 or more

5

15.6

Boys that Bullied (N=37)

Girls that Bullied (N=32)

Teachers indicated boys to be bullies (n=37) with more frequency than girls
(n=32). It is interesting to note that the largest discrepancies existed in two areas. Girls
were selected twice as frequently (n=5) in the zero category as boys (n=2). The other
discrepancy appeared in the 3-4 number of bullies selection with boys selected at that
number twice as frequently (n=8) as girls (n=4).
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Who Are the Victims
Question 13 had two parts. The first part asked the teachers to indicate who the
victims in their class were. The respondents were able to check all statements that
applied. Therefore, the percentages reported will not equal one hundred percent due to
multiple answers from each participant. Table 8 displays results for question 13a; “Who
are these students in your class bullying?”

Table 8
Frequencies and Percentages of Teacher Reports of Who are the Victims
Students are Bullying (N=52)

Frequency

Percent

A boy

27

52.9

A girl

18

35.3

Both boys and girls

17

33.3

A group of boys

4

7.8

A group of girls

3

5.9

Don’t know

7

13.7

In terms of identifying the victims, teachers indicated a boy (11.3%) was a victim
more often than a girl (7.6%). Groups of boys (1.7%) and groups of girls (1.3%) were
seldom reported at victims.
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The second part of question 13 asked the teachers to indicate what grade/class the
victims were in. Table 9 displays results for question 13b; “In what grade/class are the
students who are being bullied?

Table 9
Frequencies and Percentages of Teacher Reports of What Grade/Class the Victims are In
Grade/Class the Victims are in (N=52)

Frequency

Percent

Same class

40

76.9

Same grade/another class

27

51.9

Younger grade

18

34.6

Older grade

12

23.1

Don’t Know

6

11.5

Most victims were thought to be in the same class (16.8%) and/or the same grade
(11.3%) as the bully. Responses were similar to Table 6; peers seem to bully other peers.
The victim was seldom thought to be older than the bully (5.0%).
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Table 10 displays results for question 7; “How many students in your class have
been bullied at least once a week in school?”

Table 10
Frequencies and Percentages of Teacher Reports of the Number of Victims Bullied Once
a Week by Gender
Victims Bullied by Gender (N=52)

Frequency

Percent

Zero

1

2.4

1-2

25

59.5

3-4

9

21.4

5 or more

7

16.7

Zero

2

5.9

1-2

22

64.7

3-4

3

8.8

5 or more

7

20.6

Boys Bullied/Once A Week (N=42)

Girls Bullied/Once A Week (N=34)

The majority of teachers identified one or two boys (59.5%) and girls (64.7%)
that were victimized at least once a week in their class, with the girls reported more often
than the boys. This is inconsistent with the previous findings in Table 8 where boys were
reported as being victims more often, but not overwhelmingly.
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How Often Students Try to Stop Bullying
Table 11 displays results for question 10; “How often do other students try to stop
the bullying?”

Table 11
Frequencies and Percentages of Teacher Reports of How Often Other Students Try to
Stop Bullying
Students Try to Stop the Bullying (N=52)

Frequency

Percent

Almost Never

30

57.7

Occasionally

13

25.0

Don’t Know

7

13.5

Frequently

2

3.8

The majority of teachers indicated that they almost never see students trying to
stop bullying (57.7%), with a little over one fourth of the respondents reporting students
occasionally tried to stop bullying (25%). Most alarmingly 13.5% of the participants
indicated that they do not know if other students try to stop bullying.
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How Often Do Teachers Intervene in Bullying
Table 12 displays results for question 11; “How often do teachers intervene in
bullying?”

Table 12
Frequencies and Percentages of Teacher Reports of Teachers Intervening to Stop
Bullying
Teachers Intervene in Bullying (N=52)

Frequency

Percent

Frequently

30

57.7

Occasionally

16

30.8

Almost Never

5

9.6

Don’t Know

1

1.9

The majority of teachers perceived that teachers frequently intervene in bullying
when they see it occur (57.7%). It is important to note that 9.6% of the participants felt
that teachers almost never intervene.

Teacher Recognition of Preventing Bullying
The third part of the survey examined strategies that the teachers perceived should
be utilized by students, school personnel, and parents to help prevent bullying. All
participants completed this section (see Figure 6, chapter 3). The respondents were able
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to check all statements that applied. Therefore, the percentages reported will not equal
one hundred percent due to multiple answers from each participant. Tables 13 through 15
display the results for questions 15 through 17.

Strategies for Students
Table 13 displays results for question 15; “What should students do to prevent
being bullied?” The respondents were able to check all statements that applied.
Therefore, the percentages reported will not equal one hundred percent due to multiple
answers from each participant.

Table 13
Frequencies and Percentages of Teacher Reports of How Students Can Prevent Bullying
Students Should (N=238)

Frequency Percentage

Tell teachers

231

97.1

Tell parents

219

92.0

Tell friends

149

62.6

Talk to bully

89

37.4

Fight back

30

12.6

Nothing

4

01.7

An overwhelmingly majority of teachers thought students should tell teachers
(97.1%) and parents (92%) that they are being bullied. Teachers also indicated students
should tell their friends (62.6%), while a smaller number of teachers believed students
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should talk to the bullies (37.4%). A minority of teachers reported the victim should fight
back (12.6%) and very few teachers indicated that students should do nothing (1.7%).

Strategies for School Personnel
Table 14 displays results for question 16; “What can school personnel do to
prevent bullying?” The respondents were able to check all statements that applied.
Therefore, the percentages reported will not equal one hundred percent due to multiple
answers from each participant.

Table 14
Frequencies and Percentages of Teacher Reports of What School Personnel Can Do to
Prevent Bullying
School Personnel Should (N=238)

Frequency Percentage

Talk to the student

223

93.7

Get bully and victim to talk to each other

177

74.4

Punish bullies

164

68.9

Break up fights

143

60.1

2

00.8

Nothing

In terms of the actions that school personnel should take, the majority of teachers
indicated that school personnel should primarily talk to the bully (93.7%). Less
frequently, 74.4% of the participants felt that the bully and victim should talk to each
other. Teachers (68.9%) indicated that the bullies should be punished and that school
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personnel should break up fights (60.1%). Less than 1% of the participants felt that
school personnel should do nothing.

Strategies for Parents
Table 15 displays results for question 17; “What can parents do to prevent
bullying?” The respondents were able to check all statements that applied. Therefore, the
percentages reported will not equal one hundred percent due to multiple answers from
each participant.

Table 15
Frequencies and Percentages of Teacher Reports of What Parents Can Do to Prevent
Bullying
Parents Should

Frequency Percentage

Talk to their child about it

233

97.9

Talk to the teacher or principal

216

90.8

Nothing

0

An overwhelming majority of teachers suggested that parents should talk to their
children about bullying (97.9%), as well as talk to school personnel (90.8%). No one had
the belief that parents should do nothing. It is interesting to note that school personnel
chose talking to children more frequently than talking to the teacher/principal.

Comparison of Reports of Bullying as a Serious Problem with the
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Demographic Variables

Chi-Square analysis was performed to investigate if there were any statistically
significant differences in the responses to recognizing bullying as a serious problem
compared with each of the five teacher demographic variables. The .05 level of
significance was used to reject the null hypothesis that responses to the survey items were
equal across the survey classifications.
There was no statistically significant difference with teachers recognizing
bullying as a serious problem and the demographic variables; gender, years of teaching
experience, years teaching in current school, and academic or non-academic setting.
Only one demographic variable; grades taught, was found to be significantly different
and is reported in Table 16.
Each table in this section displays the number of participants in the category
defined by the tables. The percentages reported in tables 16 through 31 relate the
frequency to the total number of teachers who saw bullying as a serious problem (n=52).
Table 16 displays frequencies, percentages, and significance test of teachers
reporting bullying as a serious problem in their class (question 6) compared with their
teaching grade level. The percentages reported in table 16 describe the proportion of
teachers at each grade level who see bullying as a serious problem. The total percentage
reflects only the percent of teachers (21.8%) at all grades who perceive bullying as a
serious problem.

Table 16
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Frequencies, Percentages, and Significance Test Comparing Teaching Grade Levels in
Relation to Saying Bullying is a Serious Problem
Sees Bullying as a Problem
Teaching Grades

Frequency

Percentage

K-5

15

13.9%

6, 7, and 8

24

39.3%

9, 10, 11, and 12

13

18.8%

Total

52

21.8%

Chi-square

DF

Significance

15.308

2

.000

There is a difference among the three levels of teaching grades. Looking at those
differences it is clear that it can be attributed to middle school teachers reporting this
more often. This result was significant at the p<.000 level.

Comparisons of Teacher Reports of Bullying Traits with
Demographic Variables
To further explore if there were any statistically significant differences in the
responses to recognizing specific bullying traits chi-square analysis were computed
between each of the five teacher demographic variables and questions 7 through 14, Part
II of the survey. Tables 17 through 27 display the findings that show significant
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differences of the respondents (see Figure 6, chapter 3), who reported bullying to be a
serious problem in their class compared with each demographic variable.

Comparisons of Teacher Reports of Why Students Bully with
Demographic Variables
This analysis begins with tables 17 through 20 that display the significant
difference comparisons for why students bully. Four demographic variables showed
significance; gender, years of teaching experience, years teaching in current school, and
teaching in an academic or non-academic setting.

Teacher Reports of Students Bully Due to Low Self-esteem by Gender
Table 17 displays frequencies, percentages, and significance test for the
one item found to be significantly different when compared with why students bully
(question 14) and the demographic variable; gender. The percentages reported in table 17
describe the proportion of teachers, by gender, which see bullying as a serious problem
due to low self-esteem. The total percentage reflects the percent of teachers who perceive
bullying as a serious problem (n=52) due to low self-esteem.
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Table 17
Frequencies, Percentages, and Significance Test Comparing Gender in Relation to Why
Students Bully
Low Self-esteem
Gender

Frequency

Male

Percentage
3

30.0%

Female

31

73.8%

Total

34

65.4%

DF

Significance

1

.009

Chi-square
6.849

The results revealed a significant tendency for female teachers to perceive low
self-esteem as a reason students bully. This result was significant at the p < 009 level.

Teacher Reports of Students Bully to Seek Attention by Years of Teaching Experience and
Years in Current School
Two demographic variables yielded significant differences when compared with
why students bully: years of teaching experience, and years in current school. Tables 18
and 19 display the frequencies, percentages, and significance test for the teachers’
preference on question 14 concerning why students bully with the demographic variables:
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years of teaching experience and years in current school. The percentages reported in
tables 18 and 19 describe the proportion of teachers, by years of teaching experience and
years in current school, which see bullying as a serious problem due to attention seeking.
The total percentage reflects the percent of teachers who perceive bullying as a serious
problem (n=52) due to attention seeking.

Table 18
Frequencies, Percentages, and Significance Test Comparing Years of Teaching
Experience in Relation to Why Students Bully
Attention Seeking
Years of Experience

Frequency

Percentage

1-10 Years

20

80.0%

11-20 Years

10

66.7%

21-26+ Years

3

25.0%

33

63.5 %

Total
Chi-square
10.671

DF

Significance

2

.005
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Table 19
Frequencies, Percentages, and Significance Test Comparing Years in Current School
in Relation to Why Students Bully
Attention Seeking
Years in Current School

Frequency

Percentage

1-10 Years

26

74.3%

11-20 Years

5

62.5%

21-26+ Years

2

22.2%

33

63.5%

Total
Chi-square
8.373

DF

Significance

2

.015

Teachers with less experience and less years in their current position (1-10 years)
reported students bully for attention with this perception decreasing with an increase in
years of experience and years in current school. This result was significant at the p<.005
level for the demographic variable years of teaching experience and p<.015 for years in
current school.

93
Teacher Reports of Students Bully Due to Jealousy by Academic or Non-academic Setting
Table 20 displays the frequencies, percentages, and significance test for the one
item found to be significantly different when compared with why students bully (question
14) and respondents teaching in an academic or non-academic setting. The percentages
reported in table 20 describe the proportion of teachers, by setting, which see bullying as
a serious problem due to jealousy. The total percentage reflects the percent of teachers
who perceive bullying as a serious problem (n=52) due to jealousy.

Table 20
Frequencies, Percentages, and Significance Test Comparing Respondents Teaching in an
Academic or Non-academic Setting in Relation to Why Students Bully
Due to Jealousy
Teaching Setting

Frequency

Percentage

Academic Setting

15

39.5%

Non-academic Setting

10

71.4%

Total

25

48.1%

Chi- square

DF

Significance

4.185

1

.041

Respondents teaching in a non-academic setting reported that students bully due
to jealousy more often than those teachers teaching in an academic setting. The result was
significant at p<.041 level.
Comparisons of Teacher Reports of Where Students Bully with
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Demographic Variables
The next analysis explored comparisons for where students were bullied. One
demographic variable was found to be significantly different when compared with where
bullying occurs; teaching grade levels. Tables 21 and 22 display the frequencies,
percentages, and significance test for the teachers’ preference to the first part of question
8a concerning where bullying occurs. The percentages reported in tables 21 and 22
describe the proportion of teachers, by teaching grades, which see bullying as a serious
problem on the playground or in the hallways. The total percentage reflects the percent of
teachers who perceive bullying as a serious problem (n=52) in both of these locations.

Table 21
Frequencies, Percentages, and Significance Test Comparing Teachers Grade Levels in
Relation to Where Students Bully
Students Bullied on the Playground
Teaching Grade Levels

Frequency

K-5

Percentage
12

80.0%

6, 7, and 8

4

17.4%

9, 10, 11, and 12

0

Total

16

31.4%

Chi-square

DF

Significance

24.505

2

.000

Table 22
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Frequencies, Percentages, and Significance Test Comparing Teachers Grade Levels in
Relation to Where Students Bully
Students Bullied in Hallways
Teaching Grade Levels

Frequency

Percentage

K-5

7

46.7%

6, 7, and 8

20

87.0%

9, 10, 11, and 12

10

71.4%

Total

37
Chi-square
7.181

DF

71.2%
Significance

2

.028

Elementary teachers reported students are bullied on the playground. This result
was very significant at the p<.000 level. Not surprising, teachers at the middle and high
school reported that hallways are the most common place where students bully. The
result was significant at the p<.028 level.

Comparisons of Teacher Reports of Ways Students Bully with
Demographic Variables
One demographic variable was found to be significantly different (p<.012) when
compared with how students bullying; teaching in an academic or non-academic setting.
Table 23 displays the frequencies, percentages, and significance test for the teachers’
preference to the second part of question 8b concerning ways students bully. The
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percentages reported in table 23 describe the proportion of teachers, by setting, which see
bullying as a serious problem through use of intimidation and threats. The total
percentage reflects the percent of teachers who perceive bullying as a serious problem
(n=52) by means of intimidation.

Table 23
Frequencies, Percentages, and Significance Test Comparing Teachers Grade Levels in
Relation to Ways Students Bully
Students Bullied by Intimidation/Threats
Teaching Setting

Frequency

Percentage

Academic

14

36.8%

Non-academic

10

76.9%

Total

24

47.1%

Chi-square

DF

Significance

6.246

1

.012

Teachers in a non-academic setting reported that bullying occurs by intimidation
and threats.
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Comparisons of Teacher Reports of Who Are the Bullies with
Demographic Variables
The analysis exploring identifiers for who are the bullies begins with tables 24
through 27 displaying the significant difference compared with the demographic
variables. Three demographic variables showed significance: teaching grade levels, years
of teaching experience, and teaching in an academic or non-academic setting. Table 24
displays the frequencies, percentages, and significance test for the teachers’ preference to
the first part of question 9a concerning who are the bullies. The percentages reported in
tables 24 through 27 describe the proportion of teachers, by these 3 demographics, which
see bullying as a serious problem and how they identify the bullies.
Table 24
Frequencies, Percentages, and Significance Test Comparing Teachers Teaching in an
Academic or Non-academic Setting in Relation to Who Are the Bullies
Students Bullied by a Girl
Teaching Setting

Frequency

Percentage

Academic

8

21.1%

Non-academic

7

50.0%

15

28.8%

Total
Chi-square
4.177

DF

Significance

1

.041

Teachers teaching in an academic setting reported that the bully is not a girl. The
result was significant at the p<.041 level.
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Teacher Reports of Students Bully Students in the Same Grade by Teaching Grade Levels
Table 25 displays the frequencies, percentages, and significance test for the
teachers’ preference to the second part of question 9b concerning what grade or class the
bullies are in.

Table 25
Frequencies, Percentages, and Significance Test Comparing Teaching Grade Levels in
Relation to What Grade/Class the Bullies Are In
Bullied by Students in Same Class
Teaching Grade Level

Frequency

Percentage

K-5

13

86.7%

6, 7. and 8

12

50.0%

9, 10, 11, and 12

11

78.6%

Total

36

67.9%

Chi-square

DF

7.181

2

Significance
.028

Elementary teachers reported the bully to be in the same grade. This result was
significant at the p<.028 level.
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Teacher Reports of Students That Bully Can Be in an Older Grade by Teachers Teaching
in an Academic or Non-Academic Setting
Table 26 displays the frequencies, percentages, and significance test for the
teachers’ preference to the second part of question 9b concerning the grade and/or classes
the bullies are in.

Table 26
Frequencies, Percentages, and Significance Test Comparing Teachers Teaching in
Academic or Non-academic Setting in Relation to What Grade/Class the Bullies Are In
Bullied by Students in Older Grade
Teaching Setting

Frequency

Percentage

Academic

15

38.5%

Non-academic

10

71.4%

Total

25

47.2%

Chi-square
4.493

DF
1

Significance
.034

Teachers teaching in a non-academic setting perceive that the bully can be older.
The result was significant at the p<.034 level.
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Teacher Reports of the Number of Boys that Bully in Class by Years of Teaching
Experience
Table 27 displays the frequencies, percentages, and significance test for the
teachers’ preference to question 12 concerning the number of bullies in the respondents’
class.

Table 27
Frequencies, Percentages, and Significance Test Comparing Years of Teaching
Experience in Relation to the Number of Boy that Bullies in Class
# of Boys that Bullied in Class
Years of Experience
1-10 Years

11-20 Years

Zero

1-2

3-4

5 or more

Frequency

10

3

4

%

58.8%

17.6%

23.5%

Frequency

2

8

1

%

18.2%

72.7%

9.1%

21-26+ Years Frequency

5

4

%

55.6%

44.4%

2

23

8

4

5.4%

62.2%

21.6%

10.8%

Total

Frequency
%
Chi-square
12.816

DF

Significance

6

.046
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The majority of teachers reported that one or two boys had bullied in their class
regardless of years of experience. Only the teachers with the least experience (1-10
years) reported 5 or more boys that bullied in their class. The result was significant at the
p<.046 level.
Comparisons of Teacher Reports of Who Are the Victims with
Demographic Variables
Tables 28 and 29 show the significant differences for identifiers of who are the
victims with the demographic variables. Only one demographic variable showed
significance; teaching in an academic or non-academic setting. Tables 28 and 29 display
the frequencies, percentages, and significance test for the teachers’ preference to the
second part of question 13b concerning who the students in their class are bullying.

Table 28
Frequencies, Percentages, and Significance Test Comparing Years in Current School in
Relation to Who the Victims Are In the Class
Bullied Students are in Younger Grade
Teacher Setting

Frequency

Academic
Non-academic
Total

Percentage
10

26.3%

8

57.1%

18

34.6%

Chi-square

DF

Significance

4.296

1

.038
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Table 29
Frequencies, Percentages, and Significance Test Comparing Years in Current School in
Relation to Who the Victims Are In the Class
Bullied Students are in Older Grade
Teaching Setting

Frequency

Percentage

Academic

5

13.2%

Non-academic

7

50.0%

12

23.1%

Total
Chi-square
7.823

DF
1

Significance
.005

Teachers teaching in a non-academic setting reported victims can be in the
younger grades; the result significant at the p<.038 level. Additionally, the teachers in
the non-academic setting also reported that victims can be in older grades. This result
was more significant at the p<.005 level.

Comparisons of Teacher Reports of Teachers Intervening in Bullying by
Teaching Grade Levels
Two demographic variables showed significant differences when compared with
teacher perceptions of other teachers intervening in bullying when they see it occurring.
These variables include: teaching grade levels, and teachers teaching in an academic or
non-academic setting. Table 30 displays the frequencies, percentages, and significance
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test for the teachers’ preference to question 11 concerning how often do teachers
intervene in bullying with teaching grade levels.

Table 30
Frequencies, Percentages, and Significance Test Comparing Teaching Grade Levels in
Relation to How Often Teachers Intervene in Bullying
Teachers Intervene in Bullying
Teaching Grade

Always/

Levels

Almost

Occasionally

Almost

Don’t Know

Never

Always
K-5

7

6

2

%

46.7%

40.0%

13.3%

Frequency

19

3

2

%

79.2%

12.5%

8.3%

Frequency

4

7

1

1

%

30.8%

53.8%

7.7%

7.7%

Frequency

30

16

5

1

6, 7, 8

Frequency

9, 10, 11, 12

Total

%
Chi-square
15.072

57.7%

30.8%

DF

Significance

6

.020

9.6%

1.9%

Although slightly over half the teachers in this district (57.7%) who responded to
this question reported teachers almost always intervene when they see bullying take
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place, slightly over half of the high school and elementary teachers reported that the
teachers intervene occasionally or never. The result was significant at the p<.020 level.

Teacher Reports of Teachers Intervening in Bullying by Teaching in an Academic or
Non-academic Setting
Table 31 displays the frequencies, percentages, and significance test for the
teachers’ preference to question 11 concerning how often do teachers intervene in
bullying compared with teaching in an academic or non-academic setting.
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Table 31
Frequencies, Percentages, and Significance Test Comparing Teaching in an Academic or
Non-academic Classes in Relation to How Often Teachers Intervene in Bullying
Teachers Intervene in Bullying
Teaching Classes

Always/

Occasionally

Almost

Don’t Know

Never

Almost
Always
Academic

Frequency

25

13

1

%

64.1%

33.3%

2.6%

Non-academic Frequency

5

3

4

1

%

38.5%

23.0%

30.8%

7.7%

Frequency

30

16

5

1

Total

%
Chi-square
14.908

57.7%
DF
3

30.8%

9.6%

1.9%

Significance
.000

Although slightly over half the teachers in this district (57.7%) who responded to
this question reported teachers almost always intervene when they see bullying take
occur. It should be noted that that 9.6% of all teachers responding to this question
almost never see other teachers intervening. Alarmingly, the majority of teachers in a
non-academic setting reported other teachers occasionally (23%), almost never (30.8%),
or has no idea (7.7%) if teachers intervene. The result is very significant at the p<.000
level.

106
Comparisons of Teacher Reports of Preventing Bullying Compared with Demographic
Variables
The last examination of the data collected draws comparisons in Part III of the
survey. This section of the survey was completed by all participants (see Figure 6,
chapter 3). Chi-square analysis where completed to determine if there were any
significant differences between the five (5) demographic variables and teacher
perceptions of how to prevent bullying.
There were no significant differences found with preventing bullying and the
teachers’ years of teaching experience. Several significant differences were found with
the four remaining demographic variables which will be examined in this section. Tables
32 through 43 indicate that the teachers showed a significant preference on the questions
concerning what students, parents, and teachers should do to prevent bullying. Multiple
responses were available for each participant; therefore the percentages will not equal one
hundred percent.

Teacher Reports of What Students Should Do to Prevent Being Bullied by Gender
Tables 32 and 33 display the frequencies, percentages, and significance test for
the teachers’ preference to question 15 concerning what students should do to prevent
being bullied compared with gender. The respondents were able to check all statements
that applied. Therefore, the percentages reported will not equal one hundred percent due
to multiple answers from each participant.
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Table 32
Frequencies, Percentages, and Significance Test Comparing Gender in Relation to What
Students Should Do to Prevent Being Bullied
Students Should Tell Parents
Gender

Frequency

Male

Percentage
40

80.0%

Female

179

95.2%

Total

219

92.0%

Chi-square

DF

12.443

1

Significance
.000

Table 33
Frequencies, Percentages, and Significance Test Comparing Gender in Relation to What
Students Should Do to Prevent Being Bullied
Students Should Fight Back
Gender

Frequency

Percentage

Male

16

32.0%

Female

14

7.4%

Total

30

12.6%

Chi-square

DF

Significance

21.614

1

.000
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A higher percentage of female teachers in this district (95.2%) perceive that
students should tell parents they are being bullied, while a higher percentage of male
teachers (32%) perceive that students should fight back. Both of these results were very
significant with p<.000 levels.

Teacher Reports of What Students Should Do to Prevent Being Bullied by Teaching
Grade Levels
Tables 34 and 35 display the frequencies, percentages, and significance test for
the teachers’ preference to question 15 concerning what students should do to prevent
being bullied compared with teaching grade levels. The respondents were able to check
all statements that applied. Therefore, the percentages reported will not equal one
hundred percent due to multiple answers from each participant. The total percentage
reflects the percent of all participants (N=238) that agreed with the response.
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Table 34
Frequencies, Percentages, and Significance Test Comparing Teaching Grade Levels in
Relation to What Students Should Do to Prevent Being Bullied
Students Should Tell Teachers
Teaching Grade Levels

Frequency

K-5

Percentage
107

99.1%

6, 7, and 8

60

98.4%

9, 10, 11, and 12

64

92.8%

Total

231

97.1%

Chi-square
6.379

DF

Significance

2

.041
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Table 35
Frequencies, Percentages, and Significance Test Comparing Teaching Grade Levels in
Relation to What Students Should Do to Prevent Being Bullied
Students Should Talk to the Bully
Teaching Grade Levels

Frequency

Percentage

K-5

50

46.3%

6, 7, and 8

20

32.8%

9, 10, 11, and 12

19

27.5%

Total

89

37.4%

Chi-square

DF

7.073

2

Significance
.029

The majority of teachers regardless of teaching grade level reported that students
should tell teachers when they are being bullied (97.1%). This perception slightly
decreases as teaching levels increase. The result was significant at the p<.041 level.
Elementary teachers perceive that students should talk to the bully (46.3%) with this
perception decreasing at the middle school (32.8%) and then the high school level
(27.4%). The result was significant at the p<.029 level.
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Teacher Reports of What Students Should Do to Prevent Being Bullied by Teaching in
Academic or Non-academic Classes
Table 36 displays the frequencies, percentages, and significance test for the
teachers’ preference to question 15 concerning what students should do to prevent being
bullied compared with teaching in an academic or non-academic class. The respondents
were able to check all statements that applied. Therefore, the percentages reported will
not equal one hundred percent due to multiple answers from each participant. The total
percentage reflects the percent of all participants (N=238) that agreed with the response.

Table 36
Frequencies, Percentages, and Significance Test Comparing Teaching in Academic or
Non-academic Classes in Relation to What Students Should Do to Prevent Being Bullied
Students Should Tell Parents
Teaching Class

Frequency

Academic
Non-academic
Total

Percentage
163

94.8%

55

84.6%

218

92.0%

Chi-square

DF

Significance

4.185

1

.041

The majority of teachers regardless of teaching an academic or non-academic
class (92%) reported that students should tell their parents when they are being bullied,
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although teachers teaching in an academic setting reported this more often (94.8%). The
result was significant at the p<.041 level.

Teacher Reports of What Parents Can Do to Prevent Bullying by Gender
Tables 37 and 38 display the frequencies, percentages, and significance test for
the teachers’ preference to question sixteen (16) concerning what parents can do to
prevent bullying compared with gender. The respondents were able to check all
statements that applied. Therefore, the percentages reported will not equal one hundred
percent due to multiple answers from each participant. The total percentage reflects the
percent of all participants (N=238) that agreed with the response.

Table 37
Frequencies, Percentages, and Significance Test Comparing Gender in Relation to What
Parents Can Do to Prevent Bullying
Parents Can Talk to Their Children
Gender

Frequency

Male

Percentage
46

92.0%

Female

187

99.5%

Total

233

97.9%

Chi-square

DF

10.710

1

Significance
.001
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Table 38
Frequencies, Percentages, and Significance Test Comparing Gender in Relation to What
Parents Can Do to Prevent Bullying
Don’t Know What Parents Should Do
Gender

Frequency

Percentage

Male

5

10.0%

Female

3

1.6%

Total

8

3.4%

Chi-square

DF

Significance

8.588

1

.003

A majority of both male and female teachers in this district reported that parents
should talk to their children about bullying (97.9%), with a higher percentage of female
teachers (99.5%) reporting this more frequently. The result was very significant at the
p<.001 level. Table 38 indicates that there is a significant difference (p<.003) in male
understanding of response for parents. Ten percent of the males responding to this
question had no idea what parents should do to prevent bullying.

Teacher Reports of What Parents Can Do to Prevent Bullying by Teaching Grade Levels
Table 39 displays the frequencies, percentages, and significance test for the
teachers’ preference to question 16 concerning what parents can do to prevent bullying
compared with teaching grade levels. The respondents were able to check all statements
that applied. Therefore, the percentages reported will not equal one hundred percent due
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to multiple answers from each participant. The total percentage reflects the percent of all
participants (N=238) that agreed with the response.

Table 39
Frequencies, Percentages, and Significance Test Comparing Teaching Grade Levels in
Relation to What Parents Can Do to Prevent Bullying
Parents Should Talk to Teacher/Principal
Teaching Grade Levels

Frequency

K-5

Percentage
105

97.2%

6, 7, and 8

53

86.9%

9, 10, 11, and 12

58

84.1%

216

90.8%

Total
Chi-square

DF

10.162

2

Significance
.006

Teachers at the elementary level reported that parents should tell
teachers/principal that their children are being bullied (97.2%) with this belief decreasing
as the grade level increase. The result was very significant at the p<.006 level.
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Teacher Reports of What Parents Can Do to Prevent Bullying by Teaching in Academic
or Non-academic Classes.
Table 40 displays the frequencies, percentages, and significance test for the
teachers’ preference to question 16 concerning what parents can do to prevent bullying
compared with teaching in an academic or non-academic class setting. The respondents
were able to check all statements that applied. Therefore, the percentages reported will
not equal one hundred percent due to multiple answers from each participant. The total
percentage reflects the percent of all participants (N=238) that agreed with the response.

Table 40
Frequencies, Percentages, and Significance Test Comparing Teaching in an Academic or
Non-Academic Class in Relation to What Parents Can Do to Prevent Bullying
Don’t Know What Parents Should Do
Teaching Class

Frequency

Percentage

Academic

3

1.7%

Non-academic

5

7.7%

Total

8

3.4%

Chi-square

DF

Significance

5.117

1

.024

A small percentage of teachers teaching in a non-academic class (7.7%) reported
they did not have an understanding of response for parents. The result was significant at
the p<.024 level.
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Teacher Reports of What Teachers Can Do to Prevent Bullying by Teaching Grade
Levels
Tables 41 and 42 display the frequencies, percentages, and significance test for
the teachers’ preference to question 17 concerning what teachers can do to prevent
bullying compared with teaching grade levels. The respondents were able to check all
statements that applied. Therefore, the percentages reported will not equal one hundred
percent due to multiple answers from each participant. The total percentage reflects the
percent of all participants (N=238) that agreed with the response.

Table 41
Frequencies, Percentages, and Significance Test Comparing Teaching Grade Levels in
Relation to What Teachers Can Do to Prevent Bullying
Teachers Should Talk to the Bully
Teaching Grade Levels

Frequency

K-5

Percentage
107

99.1%

6, 7, and 8

53

86.9%

9, 10,11, and 12

63

91.3%

223

93.7%

Total
Chi-square
10.750

DF

Significance

2

.005
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Table 42
Frequencies, Percentages, and Significance Test Comparing Teaching Grade Levels in
Relation to What Teachers Can Do to Prevent Bullying
Teachers Should Get Bully/Victim to Talk
Teacher Grade Levels

Frequency

Percentage

K-5

91

84.3%

6, 7, and 8

41

67.2%

9, 10, 11, and 12

45

65.2%

177

74.4%

Total
Chi-square
10.213

DF

Significance

2

.006

The majority of teachers, regardless of teaching level reported that the teacher
should talk to the bully (93.7%); the highest percentage was at the elementary level
(99.1%). The result was significant at the p<.005 level. There were also a higher
percentage of elementary teachers who reported getting the bully and victim to
communicate with each (84.3%), with this belief decreasing as grade levels increased
(see Table 42). The result was significant at the p<.006 level.
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Teacher Reports of What Teachers Can Do to Prevent Bullying by Years in Current
School
The last strategy for teachers that showed significant difference is displayed in
table 43. Table 43 shows the frequencies, percentages, and significance test for the
teachers’ preference to question 17 concerning what teachers can do to prevent bullying
compared with years teaching in current school. The respondents were able to check all
statements that applied. Therefore, the percentages reported will not equal one hundred
percent due to multiple answers from each participant. The total percentage reflects the
percent of all participants (N=238) that agreed with the response.

Table 43
Frequencies, Percentages, and Significance Test Comparing Years Teaching in Current
School in Relation to What Teachers Can Do to Prevent Bullying
Teachers Should Do Nothing
Years in Current School

Frequency

Percentage

1-10 Years
11-20 Years

2

5.7%

2

.8%

21-26+ Years
Total
Chi-square

DF

Significance

11.584

2

.003
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It should be noted that very few teachers in this district (0.8%), regardless of years
teaching in current school, reported that teachers should do nothing to prevent bullying.
Only 2 teachers in their current school position, within 11-20 years, reported that teachers
should do nothing. The result was very significant at the p<.003 level.
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Conclusions
Conclusions are organized by themes that emerged from the analysis. Table 43
displays these themes and represent the organization of the discussion of the findings in
Chapter 5.

Table 44
Conclusions Organized by Themes and Discussion Points

Theme 1: Recognition of serious bullying peaks at the middle school.
1.1 Recognition of bullying looks different at different grade levels.
1.2 Elementary teachers are least likely to recognize bullying as a serious problem.
1.3: Elementary teachers recognize peers bully their peers more often than
middle school teachers.
Theme 2: A loner rarely bullies; a loner is frequently a victim.
2.1 Teachers recognize bullying more often when a group participates in
bullying, particularly a group of boys.
2.2 When the bully is a loner, more often the bully is a boy.
2.3 Victims were seldom identified as a group of boys or girls, but a
single boy was recognized more often than a single girl.
2.4 Confusion exists when identifying victims.
Theme 3: Bullying empowers the bully and renders the victim helpless.
3.1 Students bully to gain attention and to increase their self-esteem.
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Theme 3 (cont.)
3.2 In classroom situations where students’ talents and competition are
prevalent teachers are more likely to perceive jealousy as the reason
for bullying.
Theme 4:
Bullying thrives on lack of structure and supervision.
4.1 The playground is perceived as the least likely place bullying takes
place, even though it lacks structure.
4.2 Hallways are the most common areas where bullying occurs at the
secondary levels.
Theme 5:
Teachers perceive themselves as bystanders and perceive students as the
sources of prevention and intervention.
5.1 Bullying can best be resolved if it is reported by the victim.
5.2 Students should be more proactive in trying to stop bullying.
5.3 Once the bullying is reported, teachers tend to intervene with the bully,
increasing the probability of additional bullying, which may cause
more problems for the victim.
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CHAPTER V
DISCUSSION

Summary
The present study’s purpose was to investigate and compare teachers’ perceptions
(Kindergarten – twelfth grades) in the researcher’s school district concerning bullying
and victimization with demographic variables though the use of an adaptive questionnaire
from Bidwell’s study (1997). Because of the limited population sampled, the data
collected in this research is specifically valid to the situation in this school district;
however, the results may prove limited validity to other school districts in the country to
the extent that other districts share similar characteristics with this current school district.
Findings related to demographic variables can shed light on specific perceptions of
teachers; inexperienced or experienced, familiarity with school environment, gender,
classroom setting, and most important teaching grade level, which in turn can help with
the design of specific in-service training for specific needs and heighten awareness for
the teaching staff concerning the bullying and victimization problem.
This study investigated the perceptions of 238 teachers in one school district, at
the elementary, middle, and high school levels, and their thoughts and ideas in the areas
of victimization created primarily from bullying. Recapping the research questions;
1. Do these teachers perceive bullying as a serious problem?
2. Are teachers able to determine who the bullies and victims are?
3. Do their perceptions change at different levels (elementary, middle, high
school) or by the teaching experience a teacher may have?
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4. Is there any significant difference between teaching staff gender and their
perceptions of victimization?
5. Do they know how to deal effectively with victims and bullying when it
occurs?
All participants completed a survey (Appendix B) at a district in-service. The
survey had three sections: section one gathered demographic information about each
teacher, section two directed teachers who perceived bullying as a serious problem to
indicate their perceptions concerning bullying traits, and section three directed all
teachers to identify preventive strategies that could be utilized by students, parents, and
school personnel. Figure 6 (Ch. 3) depicts the progression of teachers through each
section of the survey.
Comparisons between the teachers explored their perceptions of bullying and
victimization with demographic variables: gender, grade levels taught, years of teaching
experience, years teaching in current school, and teaching in an academic or nonacademic setting. The analyses revealed several significant differences that were
developed into emerging themes for this study. These themes are discussed in turn.

Theme 1: Recognition of Serious Bullying Peaks at the Middle School.

1.1: Recognition of Bullying Looks Different at Different Grade Levels.
Teacher recognition of bullying was more prevalent at the middle school level.
This result could lead one to believe that bullying increases between the elementary and
middle school level in this district. There could be several reasons for an increased
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recognition of the problem at the middle school than at the elementary and high school.
Research shows that bullying is developmental. Lober and Hay (1997) reported that the
onset of aggression, including minor forms, such as bullying, emerges in early
adolescence. Other researchers, Boulton and Underwood (1992) discovered direct
physical bullying decreases while there is a relatively higher level of verbal
abuse/aggression. Second, teacher perceptions of bullying as a serious problem may be
higher due to a variety of prevention programs already in place at the middle school in
this district such as: Peer mediation, “Big Brothers and Sisters Program,” Bullying
Prevention Program in the sixth grade, “When Teasing Crosses the Line” in seventh
grade, and “Sexual Harassment” in the eighth grade. Although these programs are
directed towards students, teachers participate in various activities which may create
greater awareness among the middle school staff.
This increased awareness and interventions in bullying and victimization
situations at the middle level could explain the perception among the majority of high
school teachers in this district that bullying is not a serious problem. Bullying incidents
at the high school level may have decreased due to the impact of the prevention programs
at the middle school on students. Further, students are also maturing, learning, and using
bullying avoidance strategies. Batsche and Knoff (1994) reported that the percentage of
students bullied decreases significantly with age and grade.
Rigby and Slee’s study (1991) indicated that younger children are bullied more
often than older students. This is confirmed in studies completed by Zeigler and
Rosenstein-Manner (1991), Whitney and Smith (1993), and Zindi (1994). Research
suggests aggressive behavior is learned early in life. This evidence supports the
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importance of recognizing the early warning signs of aggressive behavior. Behaviors not
recognized at the elementary level may develop into more destructive behaviors and
become more noticeable due to the socialization at the middle school. This may be why
middle school teachers recognize bullying as a more serious problem than elementary
teachers.

1.2: Elementary Teachers are Least Likely to Recognize Bullying as a Serious Problem
An important concern from this study is that only13.9% of the elementary
teachers reported that bullying is a serious problem in their classrooms. Although
research indicates bullying is developmental and recognized more in early adolescence,
other research suggests elementary teachers are the key to recognizing early warning
signs of inappropriate developmental behaviors. Research evidence supports that students
identified early can be coached during these early developmental years in behaviors that
will decrease bullying in our schools.
According to Olweus (1993), children who bully tend to perpetuate these roles
throughout their school years. He strongly urged that educators intervene early in order to
change these emerging, unacceptable behavior patterns. Olweus made an important
statement in his study, “Harassing behaviors do not spontaneously appear in the middle
schools” (Bond, 2000).
In a later study, Olweus’ (1994) noted that the average percentage of students
bullied in elementary grades was higher than in the middle grades. It was also noted that
there was a reduction of physical bullying as students develop.This was also confirmed
by Perry and colleagues (1988) who reported nearly equal physical and verbal aggression
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for males at grade three with a significant reduction in physical victimization at grade six
on their Peer Nomination Inventory survey. If this is true, more physical bullying is
taking place in the elementary schools. Therefore the brute nature of bullying at the
elementary school level should be more observable to teachers. However, in this district,
elementary teachers in this district were less likely to indicate bullying as a problem than
the middle or high school teachers (see Table 1, Ch. 4).
Sprague and Walker (2000) used a method of prospective analysis, to identify atrisk youth at an early age and follow their life course. This method yielded consistently
defined pathways that progressed from early disruptive and temperamental behaviors to
serious, violent, and chronic patterns of school adjustment problems, delinquency, and
adult criminality. There was evidence of early warning signs that are apparent when the
child enters school and escalate during the elementary years.
In sharp contrast, an important finding and concern in this current study is that
more than three-fourths of the teachers in this district, of which half were elementary
teachers, did not report bullying as a serious problem. Research evidence supports that
students identified early can be taught appropriate social behaviors during these early
developmental years that can decrease bullying in schools. It follows that the elementary
teachers in this district need to be more aware and begin to recognize bullying and
victimization.
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1.3: Elementary Teachers Recognize Peers Bully Their Peers More Often Than Middle
School Teachers
Although the majority of teachers in this district recognize that most bullies were
in the same class and/or the same grade level as the victim (67.9%); the vast majority of
elementary teachers (86.7%) responded affirmatively to this survey item. This is not
surprising since the elementary teachers are self-contained and spend the majority of the
day with the same students. However, bullies in this type of setting have further
opportunities to target peer victims. This is consistent with the study completed by Zindi
(1994) where he noted that most bullies were in the same grade level or class as their
victims. It can be concluded that bullies victimize students they have increased contact
and greater opportunities to detect their vulnerabilities. Bidwell’s study (1997) also
indicated that most bullies were found to be in the same grade as their victims.
At the elementary level the students are isolated from other grade levels. Thus,
bullying occurs much more frequently at the peer level and bullying techniques are more
likely to involve direct physical contact. As the students reach middle school level, social
groups become more prevalent and the bullying occurs more frequently by groups rather
than individuals.
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Theme 2: A Loner Rarely Bullies; A Loner is Frequently a Victim.

2.1: Teachers Recognize Bullying More Often When a Group Participates in the
Bullying, Particularly a Group of Boys.
This theme has four interrelated components that show the complexity inherent in
this theme. First, the majority of teachers who reported bullying to be a serious problem
in this district indicate bullying occurs more frequently by a group of boys. The notion of
groups bullying is confirmed in Bidwell’s study (1997) where she reported that there
appeared to be a group dynamic inherent in bullying because fewer students reported that
they engaged in bullying behavior individually. Almost half of the students reported they
had bullied another student as part of a group. In another study, Rigby & Slee (1993)
suggested that most bullies are in fact members of a group. This group builds its power
base by harassing vulnerable “outside” students of their group. Rigby & Slee (1993)
further explained that the bullying may not be malicious in intent and members of the
group rationalize that no real harm is being done. The name given to these types of
bullies is “passive bully” or “follower” (Bidwell, 1997).

2.2: When the Bully is a Loner, More Often the Bully is a Boy.
Second, teachers in this district say individual boys engage in bullying behavior
more often than solitary girls. This was similar to other research that found, in general,
bullies tend to be boys, either in groups or as individuals (O’Moore & Hillery, 1989;
Hazler, Hoover, & Oliver, 1991; Hoover, Oliver, & Thomson, 1993). Teachers, in
general, rated boys as bullies more often than girls. Possibly boys are easier to identify
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due to their overt tactics that tend to be more aggressive and physical in nature and more
obvious to teachers.

2.3: Victims were Seldom Identified as a Group of Boys or Girls, but a Single Boy was
Recognized More Often Than a Single Girl.
The third interrelated component to this theme is victims of bullies tend to be
loners. The majority of teachers in this district said the victim was often a single boy, not
a group of boys. Groups of boys and girls were thought to be the least likely victims,
however, groups of boys and girls were the most often cited as instigators. This suggests
that bullying takes place in isolation for the victim. This can be thought of as predatory
behavior; separate the weakest animal from the herd, before the pack attacks its prey.
In relationship to this third component, not only is the victim usually a loner, the
victim is usually a boy thus, bullying tends to be gender specific. Rigby and Slee (1991)
found that more boys are bullied. O’Moore and Hillery (1989) reported 12.5% of boys
and 5.6% of girls were frequently bullied. Hazler and colleagues (1991) stated boys were
reported as victims 73% of the time, while girls only 7% of the time.

2.4: Confusion Exists When Identifying Victims
The last component of this theme is the confusion that appears to exist when
identifying victims. Interestingly, when teachers were asked to be specific about how
many victims were in their class, the majority of teachers were only able to identify 1 or 2
boys and girls that were victimized at least once a week. Those students perceived as
victims were more often girls (64.7%) than boys. This is inconsistent with the previous
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findings in this study, as well as in previous research, where boys were recognized as
being victims more often. However, this is not surprising because the findings on gender
of victims have been mixed throughout research studies. Some studies suggested that
boys and girls being victimized are equal, although the majority of studies identify boys
more often.
A study conducted by Frank Barone (1997) in a New York middle school, noted
that when teachers were asked to estimate the percentage of students in their schools who
had been victimized by bullying, the teachers recognized only 16% of the students.
Students, on the other hand, identified 58.8%. In Perry and colleagues’ study (1988) it
was noted that teachers differed markedly for perceiving victimization. The apparent
inability of teachers to recognize and identify victims is a serious concern. One reason
for this misidentification of victims can be due to the victim/bully syndrome. When
students are consistently victimized and believe no one will help them, they tend to
become bullies in self-defense. This complication further adds to confusion regarding
student victims as bullies. Perry and colleagues (1988) investigated this phenomenon and
reported some of the most extreme victims were also some of the most aggressive bullies.
Paulk, Swearer, Song, and Cary (1999) found sixth grade students and their teachers
failed to recognize the victims. Research shows differences in the perceptions of teachers
and students in the identification of student victims which could lead one to believe that
victimization often goes unnoticed by adults in a school setting.

131
Theme 3: Bullying Empowers the Bully and Renders the Victim Helpless.
An overwhelming majority of teachers in this district supported the notion that
students bully to feel powerful. Espelage (1999) defined bullying behaviors as using
behaviors to achieve and maintain social dominance through overt and covert aggressive
behaviors. She further noted bullies are systematic and self-initiated. Bullies carefully
select their victims and create encounters where they can control others. Rodkin, Farmer,
Pearl, & Van Archer (2000) found that aggressive boys enjoyed heightened popularity
among intermediate level students. Weinhold (2000) in an article entitled, Bullying and
School Violence: Tip of the Iceberg stated, “Society permits the most powerful to
dominate the less powerful” (p.1).
But how does the view of domination vary across context with gender, years of
teaching experience, years in current school, and teaching in an academic or nonacademic setting related to why students bully? The complexity inherent in this theme is
discussed in three interrelated components.

3.1: Students Bully to Gain Attention and to Increase Their Self-esteem
First, female teachers in this district were more likely to perceive low self-esteem
as the reason some students are victimized by bullies (see Table 17). Research pertaining
to gender response is inconclusive. Additional studies using these demographics are
necessary to validate this determination of teacher gender specific responses. Studies
completed by Olweus (1991) found no indications that bullies lacked self-esteem. He said
that bullies reported they liked being a bully and they usually felt good when they bullied
other children. Olweus (1991) found it is not the bullies but the victims that had low self-
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esteem. Olweus (1993) pointed out that despite popular perceptions of bullies, students
who bully generally have high self-esteem and are frequently popular with both teachers
and classmates. At times these popular student “leaders” may persuade some of their
followers to do the “dirty work” while they stay in the background (Olweus, 1993). This
would provide the follower with the attention they crave. Boulton and Underwood (1992)
reported frequency of bullying and interventions was much higher than interventions with
victims by teachers, thus suggesting that the bullies got more attention and power than
the victims. One can assume that bullies use power to gain peer attention and to enhance
their self-esteem.
Second, inexperienced teachers believe that bullies seek attention. Teachers in this
district with less teaching experience and fewer years in current school selected attention
seeking as the primary reason for student bullying. This is in contrast with the more
experienced teachers who stated bullying is all about power rather than attention.
Third, bullying takes the form of teasing, ridicule, degrading, and gestures as the
primary bullying methods, closely followed by social isolation. This is similar in the
study completed by Bidwell (1997). Bonds (2000) reported that bullying behavior in
elementary grades involves more physical aggression than the higher grades but, it can
also be characterized as teasing, intimidation, and social exclusion. Ziegler and
Rosenstein-Manner (1991) reported most bullying was in the form of hitting, kicking, etc.
which included teasing victims.
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3.2: In Classroom Situations, Where Students’ Talents and Competition are Prevalent,
Teachers are More Likely to Perceive Jealousy as the Reason for Bullying.
Interestingly teachers in a non-academic class setting noted bullying took the
form of intimidation and threats. They believed that jealousy was one of the primary
causes for bullying in this type of setting. This could be due to non-academic teachers see
students in a direct and openly competitive setting such as gym, art, and music classes.
The students with the more advanced skill levels are readily apparent to all their
classmates. Students with lesser skills and capabilities are exposed to public awareness
that their skills, capabilities, and products do not measure up. A student who is not
athletic could feel intimidated by the more athletic students. Thus, this “lack of talent”
could render the non-athletic student vulnerable for the bully. In contrast, the student that
is very talented can create jealousy among their peers with less talent. hereby rendering
the talented student a vulnerable victim and empowering the less talented students
(group) with the power to intimidate, for example the “computer geek.” This type of
vulnerability creates an environment where bullying takes the form of intimidation and
threats.

Theme 4: Bullying Thrives on Lack of Structure and Supervision.
Unstructured areas with minimal supervision create a favorable environment for
bullying and victimization. Smith (1991) stated, “Without reports from children, staff
found it difficult to monitor bullying, especially since most bullying occurs in less
supervised areas of the school.” Schools need a plan to monitor and carefully supervise
areas where bullying could take place: hallways, playgrounds, restrooms, lunchrooms,
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and bus stops. However, this could be an impossible task; to provide supervision
everywhere. Therefore, perhaps the task should be to seek the cooperation of students, by
gaining their confidence, in solving the problem.

4.1: The Playground is Perceived as the Least Likely Place Bullying Takes
Place, Even Though it Lacks Structure.
Although most research findings list the playground as the most common site for
bullying, in this study the playground was perceived as the least likely place for bullying
to occur. Pepler & Craig (1995) in an elementary school study, found that every seven
minutes bullying takes place on the playground. The playground was the most common
site for bullying in Bidwell’s study (1997) with fifth through eighth grade teachers. One
reason for this may be that elementary teachers in this district are not assigned lunch and
recess duty, therefore they are not on the playground to observe instances of bullying.
The lunch and recess time is monitored by aides who did not participate in this study.
Pepler & Craig (1995) says bullying occurs quickly before anyone other than the victim
knows it happened. A shove, a quick punch, a threat, or name-calling can take place
without being witnessed by an adult. Some of the students in Pepler’s (1995) study,
caught on video on the playground, disguised the bullying behavior as playing, which
staff members failed to recognize as an unfair game. An area of concern within this
school district would be supervision of students during lunch and recess by unqualified
supervisors untrained to recognize these incidents of “unfair games.” Middle and high
school teachers in this district also perceived the playground as the least likely place for
bullying to occur, which is not surprising since the playground is not used at this level.
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4.2: Hallways are the Most Common Areas Where Bullying Occurs at the Secondary
Levels.
The middle and high school teachers perceived hallways as a favorable
environment for bullying. Since secondary school students exchange classes and transit
the hallways frequently in their schools, it is not surprising that middle and high school
teachers would identify this area as a conducive environment for bullying. Although
teachers are assigned to monitor activity in the hallways between class periods, it appears
to have limited effectiveness.
The lunchroom closely followed by classrooms/gym and on the way to and from
school were also noted as places where bullying takes place. From personal experience, it
is not uncommon for students to show signs of victimization, and occasionally
acknowledge they had a problem with bullying during their transit to school. .

Theme 5: Teachers Perceive Themselves as Bystanders and Perceive Students
as the Sources of Prevention and Intervention.
Barras & Lyman (2000) say, “When students feel a sense of ownership within
their schools they are more likely to take an active role in keeping it safe.”

5.1: Bullying Can Best be Resolved if it is Reported by the Victim.
This theme has three interrelated parts. First, the frequency of bullying can be
significantly reduced if it is reported by the victim. An overwhelming majority of
teachers in this district thought the victim should report the incident to the teacher (97%),
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to the parents (92%), and over half believed that the victims should tell their friends.
Contrary to this perception; research shows that a large number of victimized students do
not report their experiences to adults (O’Moore, Kirkham, and Smith 1997, Ziegler and
Pepler, 1993). In Pepler’s study only 47% of primary school students told a teacher they
were being bullied. Numerous studies reveal that children do not believe that teachers
will respond effectively, if they respond at all (Pepler, 1993). Teachers see themselves as
bystanders unable to recognize incidents as bullying unless reported by the students
unless it is physically evident.
There is a significant amount of research that indicates students who are bullied
either do not report the bullying to adults or they wait a very long time before seeking
help. Sudemann, Jaffe, and Schieck (1996) report that students do not tell because of
feelings of shame, fear of retaliation, and fear that adults cannot or will not protect them
in settings where bullying usually occurs: playground, hallways, or to and from school.
Another important fact reported by Olweus (1993), is the percentage of students who
report being victims of bullying decreases with age. Many teachers and parents tell
children, at a very early age, not to “tattle” and to resolve their own problems. In bullying
situations, there is a power imbalance, which ensures the victim will get the worst of the
interaction. In order to stop this pattern, students need trained and, caring adults need to
assist them.
Although the teachers in this district are willing to help stop bullying; they are
unable to recognize bullying incidents unless a student reports the problem. Research
shows students do not report bullying because of fear or a lack in confidence that teachers
will help them.
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5.2 Students Should Be More Proactive in Trying to Stop Bullying.
Second, this theme deals with the responsibility placed on the students to stop
bullying. Teachers in this district reported that students never try to stop bullying.
Espelage and Asidao (1999) quoted one student as saying, “You see a lot of times those
students who are picked on, and they don’t really like to tell on the person…Because they
don’t want other people to call them a tattle.” In the Broken Toy Project, Tom Brown
(1999) asked students what three things kids did when they saw someone being bullied.
The students replied, “Run over and watch, run over and watch, run over and watch.”
Children know who the bullies are but do not tell because they are afraid. They fear the
bullying will become worse if they tell or fear they will become the next victim if they
report the incident.
Additionally, students don’t report bullying due to the failure of adults to respond.
Faulds (2001) found that one quarter of ten year old children who were bullied said help
was not forthcoming despite having told one or more adults. In their conversations with
middle school students Espelage and Asidao (1999), reported that the students
complained that teachers saw the bullying going on, but ignored it. In this same study,
students complained about lack of confidentiality when seeking help from a staff
member. Research suggests that student’ experiences may have taught students that
adults are not interested or unable to effectively deal with the problem.
In contrast, participants in this study perceived other teachers almost always
intervened in bullying when they saw it occurring. Evidence contradicts this perception
showing students believe differently. In a Norwegian study, 40% of the students in the
primary grades and 60% of the junior high students reported teachers intervened
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occasionally or never (Olweus, 1993). Hoover and colleagues (1992) reported 60% of the
students in middle and high schools in the United States claimed school staff responded
poorly. O’Moore’s study (1997) in Ireland schools attributed this lack of assistance by
adults to counter bullying to student reluctance to report incidents. Student- victims need
to feel confident that situations will be dealt with appropriately and they will remain
anonymous to avoid any retaliation.
Children must be taught at an early age that they have part of the responsibility to
support their more vulnerable peers. The “silence of lambs” code deters reporting of
bullying incidents. This is a key factor in addressing the problem. Student “bystanders”
need to take back the power and teachers need to gain the confidence of students showing
they do care and will help.

5.3 Once the Bullying is Reported, Teachers Tend to Intervene with the Bully, Increasing
the Probability of Additional Bullying, Which May Cause More Problems for the Victims
A third aspect of this theme is that once the bullying is reported, what
interventions are directed toward the bully. A majority of the teachers reported that
school personnel should talk with the bully and over half of the teachers stated that the
bully should be punished. Paulk and colleagues (1999) discovered in a study with
elementary-aged children that victim-bullies are often punished for their aggressive
behaviors while their experiences as a victim went unnoticed. Teachers can accelerate an
already combative relationship by punishing these bullying behaviors without
acknowledging their past victimization.
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Further, teachers believe interventions should involve the victims, thereby
increasing the likelihood of additional victimization. A majority of teachers reported
bringing the victim and bully together to talk to each other as a viable intervention
strategy. In Espelage and Asidao (1999) study, middle school students complained about
lack of confidentiality when seeking help from staff members. This is supported by
previous research findings that students do not feel that school personnel protect victims
or deal effectively with bullies (Hazler, Hoover, and Oliver, 1992).
Teachers strongly suggest that parents should discuss bullying with their children
as well as talk to school personnel. None of the study participants held the belief that
parents should do nothing. Teachers in this district indicated that school personnel should
take an active role in preventing repeated bullying incidents, but can’t recognize bullying
without the students reporting it. A concern is that a significant percentage of teachers in
this district perceive that it is not their responsibility to handle bullying unless it is
brought to their attention.

Congruence and Incongruence
The complexities of the data, when analyzed, yielded five overarching themes.
Further comparisons of those themes highlighted extensive congruencies. Yet, and
sometimes surprisingly so, comparing the themes reveal an instance of incongruence
where ideas and perceptions seemed to be in opposition. The discussion that follows
examines the fine grained details that may explain both the areas of agreement and that of
dissonance.
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First, the research supports the apparent articulation between themes one, two,
and three. There are valid reasons why teachers at the middle school agree that bullying is
serious and often performed by a group’s quest for power. Adolescents have very specific
developmental needs that can easily breed potentially harmful bullying in the middle
school environment. At this developmental stage, adolescents struggle with identity.
There is a power of “the group” and “group think,” (Bonds, 2000) that leaves adolescents
sorting out issues related to adult authority. This challenges the adolescent to “learn how
to use power appropriately and maintain his or her own identity in the context of the
group” (Bond, 2000). For the adolescent, peers become more important than parents; as
this is the time of increased independence. Membership in “cliques” is common. “To risk
being different from the group is to risk possible, rejection from the group” (Bond, 2000).
According to Bonds (2000), “Bullies frequently have a charm or magnetism that is
appealing to peers.” If peers admire the bully, they will be more likely to imitate similar
bullying behaviors and gain the praise from the “leader” bully. Research shows bullying
behaviors reach their peak during middle school years. The severe developmental
changes within adolescence create the bully-victim dynamics that are unique to this age
group. Social status and acceptance means everything. The power of social acceptance
adolescents can spawn negative group behaviors.
Teaming with groups, power, and middle school, themes one, four, and five
illustrate congruence. As students look for identity and assert their independence, their
environment expands to one of more freedom and less structure. At the elementary level
students are in self-contained classrooms with little movement. Teachers escort and
constantly supervise a relatively small group of students (20 to 26 in a class) to and from
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non-core classes and lunch. This is in contrast to the middle and high schools where
much larger numbers of students change classes regularly and there is reduced
monitoring and direct supervision in the hallways. Unstructured areas create atmospheres
where bullying can occur. In secondary schools, the highest incidence of bullying is
reported in the hallways (Whitney and Smith, 1993).
Unstructured areas are very difficult to supervise and control which reduces the
ability of the teachers to witness bullying incidents. Teachers are willing to help but
impose greater responsibility on the students to report their bullying problems. However,
“bullying has been described as ’the silent nightmare’” (Smith, 1991). Ross (1996) says,
“There is a very strong ethic of middle school culture: to inform is the ultimate disgrace,
and handling problems oneself is the ideal and mature solution.” Ross (1996) further
commented, “This code of silence is the bully’s greatest source of protection.”
Additionally, some students do not tell, as they have given up hope that adults will help
them because previous incidents of bullying have not been addressed in a manner
acceptable to the student. This creates a no-win situation with teachers not always present
when bullying occurs and victims not reporting.
Research supports the congruency between themes two, three, and four.
Unstructured areas are the perfect places for “groups” to bully lone victims. When adult
supervision is lacking, the power goes to those present, especially with followers. Adding
theme five, the “silence of the lambs” syndrome, victims won’t tell out of fear of the
bully and the growing mistrust in adults. If a teacher discovers the incident, the “group”
will stick together and say they were just “playing” or “fooling around”. It will be the
victim’s word against the “group’s” word.
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Although the complexities of the survey data, when analyzed yielded five
overarching themes, the cross analysis of these themes reveal strong inter-relationships.
An obvious incongruence within this study was that even with all the bullying prevention
and safe school programs already in place in this district; there are still staff
misconceptions about bullying and victimization. Elementary teachers do not recognize
bullying as a serious problem and evidence supports they are the key to resolving the
problem. Teachers, in general, have a difficult time identifying the victims, which truly
leaves the victims helpless. If teachers are unaware of the victimization problem, how can
they adequately help them? Supervision in unstructured areas is minimal and has not
been effective; even though research says these areas are breeding zones for bullying
incidents. Surprisingly, teachers say they almost always see other teachers intervening
when bullying incidents occur. However, they also say they are unable to recognize the
problem unless a student reports the problem. If teachers do not see bullying occurring
and victims are not reporting incidents, the situation will not be remedied.

Convergence of Findings with Past Research
There has been very little research on teacher perceptions and demographic
variables that can impact teacher recognition of bullying and victimization as a serious
problem. The studies found did not contrast findings with peer or self-perceptions.
Boulton’s study (1997) examined teachers’ attitudes, definitions of bullying behavior,
and teachers’ perceived roles in coping with bullying behavior in the classroom.
Huesmann, Eron, Guerra, and Crawshaw (1994) developed the Teacher Prediction of
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Peer-Nominated Aggression questionnaire in which teachers predicted peer-nominations
among their students. Again, this did not make comparisons of teacher, peer, and selfperceptions of bullying. One study completed by Noelle Bidwell (1997) acquired
descriptive information about bullying among students in the elementary schools through
student and teacher questionnaires. Bidwell’s (1997) study included grades five through
eight. This study did make comparisons between student and teachers perceptions, but the
focus was on students’ perceptions.

Implications for District Programs
Data collected from this study, gathered information that suggests future
in-service training for certain groups of staff members that may have a positive effect on
the bullying and victimization problem in this district.
1)

Elementary school teachers were the least likely to recognize bullying as a

serious problem. This finding seems to point to a restructuring of programs in the area of
in-service for these teachers. A review of the literature has shown that bullying is
developmental and aggressive behavior is learned early in life. Evidence supports the
importance of looking for early warning signs in the early developmental years of the
children. Although bullying appears to peak at the middle school level, it appears that
elementary teachers are a key to recognizing these early warning signs. This recognition
at the elementary level can help to change the long-term trend of repetition of bullying
creating additional bullies (bully/victims) at the middle school level.

2)
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Although bullying appears to peak at the middle school, there is evidence

for re-evaluating expanded efforts to provide professional development that improves the
understanding of bullying and victimization problems at the high school level. Here
again, the long-term effects of bullying and victimization should be considered. Students
currently at this level are already experiencing these long-term effects and until programs
can be established in the elementary and middle school levels to help decrease the
bullying problem, high school teachers must recognize student victims and assist them
appropriately. Boulton and Underwood (1992) pointed out that although physical
bullying decreases during the developmental years there is a relatively higher level of
verbal abuse/aggression that remains constant. High school teachers need to be aware of
this verbal abuse and aggression and trained on preventive measures to decrease this type
of bullying.
3)

Data gathered from this study suggest the appearance of “groups” bullying

is a significant aspect in this district, particularly with boys. Teachers at all levels should
be made aware of this aspect and programs should be designed to educate teachers and
students in areas of acceptance and respect for all involved. Many student programs are
already in place in this district; Peer mediation, character education; and the DARE
program at all levels. These programs should be continually re-evaluated and students
can be surveyed to discover if these programs can be improved. In relationship to this
finding more emphasis should be placed on girls. Research confirms that although boys
are identified more often, girls are also bullies. Social isolation has long-term effects and
this is a tactic most often used by girls and is often harder to recognize. Teachers need to
understand how girls bully.

4)
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An important finding from this study is there seems to be confusion when

teachers at all levels tried to identify the victims. There is evidence for re-evaluating
expanded efforts to provide professional development that improves the understanding of
who are the victims at all grade levels. Teachers need to be provided with information on
the characteristics of victims and given the necessary tools to recognize, identify, and
strategies to help these victims, particularly the victim-bullies. Research shows that this
victim-bully syndrome distracts teachers and causes misidentification of victims as
bullies. These students are likely to become bullies because they are “lashing out” in
anger and frustration at their plight. Victim-bullies are often punished for their behaviors
while their experiences as victims go unnoticed. Victim experiences must be
acknowledged or this can increase frustration and subsequent displays of aggressive
behavior because of the feeling of unfairness to the victim-bullies. This is a key to
looking at interventions.
5)

When looking at the data gathered concerning why students bully, two

groups of teachers stand out. First, female teachers in this district perceived students
bully due to low self-esteem and second, inexperienced teachers perceive it is due to
seeking attention. Research shows it is not the bully that lacks self-esteem, but the victim.
Sutton, Smith, and Swettenharm (1999) found that bullies are not typically lacking in
social skills but are actually experts at manipulating social situations. In this study with
193 seven to ten year olds, it was found that bullies were rated higher in terms of
emotional understanding and intellect as compared to victims. Educators, particularly
female teachers in this district need expanded professional development to provide
additional knowledge and understanding as to why students bully. Professional
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development for inexperienced teachers can be expanded to include other factors that
lead up to this need for seeking that attention.
6)

Traditionally, unstructured areas are the most likely environment where

bullying occurs. The present study suggests that additional emphasis should be placed on
making these areas safer. Training for non-teacher supervisors for playground-lunch
room environments should be considered or assignment of qualified teachers to assist in
monitoring activities during these periods.
7)

Lastly, evidence offers the belief that bullying could be minimized if

teachers learned to become more sensitive to children’s needs and self regard (O’Moore,
1997). Research is consistent and strongly suggests that bullying often goes unnoticed
by adults within the education systems. There seems to be a disparity between the levels
of actual bullying occurrence, particularly at the elementary level. There is evidence for
re-evaluating expanded efforts to provide professional development that improves the
understanding of bullying and victimization problems at all levels to include
responsibility of decreasing bullying rests with adults, not the students. It appears that the
education of teachers concerning bullying and victimization can be enhanced by student
perceptions. Research emphasized that students will not report bullying incidents for a
number of reasons, and teachers cannot be by-standers waiting for students to report the
bullying incidents before they become involved. The key is to gain the confidence of the
students to trust adults to help them. It is necessary to work with the staff in this district,
especially in the early grades to be more aware and recognize the seriousness of the
problem. Randy Wiler, an officer with the Kansas Police Department stated, “What a
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school has to endorse is a change in attitudes in all adults. Adults have to be the key to
effecting change.”

Development of Preventive Programs
Bullying is in our culture, society, and spilling into our schools. This problem that
has been with us for a very long time will be difficult to change, even in the long term.
As a country, we need to reduce influences of these risk factors upon our developing
children. A positive step to improve the safety in our schools is a starting point. Research
shows evidence that bullying prevention and intervention programs, as well as policies
and education programs can make a difference. Data gathered also suggested that school
districts have focused more attention on environmental protection (security) strategies
than educational strategies.
Peterson, Pietrzak, and Speaker (1998) stated that a significant number of
programs have focused at the secondary levels, but little attention has been directed
toward elementary schools. They urged that programs at this level might effectively
prevent violent behaviors before it starts (Johnson & Johnson, 1995). Peterson and
colleagues (1998) examined the programs implemented in a random sampling of 15
school districts in 12 states. It was found that the most effective programs involved
training and allocation of resources for professional educators as well as non-school
personnel that would support educators. Their findings also pointed out that
preschool/elementary level must address the factors implicated as significant contributors

148
to school bullying; decline in family structure, and breakdown of moral/ethical education
of youth.
Researchers further suggest that conflict mediation programs should have sound
empirical validation to ensure effectiveness. Classroom lessons on improving
communication skills, ways to control anger, appropriate assertiveness, problem-solving
skills, perspective taking, creative thinking, and other related interpersonal and small
group skills should be put into place (Johnson & Johnson, 1995). It is recommended that
teachers, administrators, and parents need training and education concerning
interventions to prevent and minimize victimization that should include understanding
and appreciating individual differences (Espelage & Arora (1999).
Olweus (1993) stressed the importance of appropriateness of interventions by
adults when they see bullying or when they are made aware of it. “The climate needs to
be one where there is warmth and acceptance of all students.” High standards for
students and teacher behavior towards one another are essential. Teacher attitudes
towards bullying and skills with regard to supervision and intervention will determine
how teachers will react to bullying situations. Training in these areas is essential to
acquire these skills.
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Limitations of the Study
The interpretation of this study’s findings has several intrinsic limitations that
should be considered. This study found a number of differences between teacher
perceptions and the demographic variables. Several of these observed differences warrant
further investigation.

Sample
This study was limited to one school district in western Pennsylvania who was
participating in an in-service program for their district on bullying prevention. It included
all teachers teaching kindergarten through twelfth grade. The sample was unevenly
distributed among the teaching levels: Elementary (n=108), Middle School (n=61), High
School (n=69).

Data Collection
The time of year that the survey was administered should be considered. The inservice took place in the early fall of 2003. Teachers were just beginning their school
year, which could have a bearing on their responses. If the survey was administered
toward the end of the school year teacher perceptions may have been different. Teachers
did not know their students well enough to know if there was a “serious” bullying
problem.
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Researcher’s Affiliation with Staff
The relationship of the researcher as an administrator in this district, principal of
the middle school, and the administrator conducting the bullying prevention in-service,
may have contributed an inherent bias on the part of the participants and influenced the
responses on the survey, particularly at the middle school level. Middle school teachers
recognized bullying as a serious problem more so than the other grade levels.

Terms in Survey Needed to be Defined
The term “serious” in the survey was not defined when the teachers were asked if
they perceived bullying to be a serious problem. Bullying was defined at the beginning of
the survey, but “serious” was not. This was critical because the results of the findings for
part two of the survey were only completed by those teachers that perceived bullying to
be a serious problem (n=52). This section of the survey reported teacher perceptions on
bullying traits. These data could have been strengthened through responses from all the
participating teachers.
The demographic variable “academic/other” needed to be defined to gain more
accurate information. This variable caused some confusion for the respondents when
completing this question. Teachers teaching in fine arts classes, and some of the support
staff were unsure if they were in the category of academic or other.

Participation of Aides
Lunch and playground aides did not participate in the in-service. The majority of
elementary teachers did not see playground as an area where bullying occurs and yet
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according to other research this was the most common place. If teachers are not assigned
to lunch and recess they may be unaware that bullying is occurring. If the aides
responded to the survey these data results may have differed.

Professional Development in District
Lastly, it must be noted that the amount of professional development currently in
this district concerning bullying and victimization may have had an impact on teachers’
perceptions. Teachers may be aware of bullying and truly believe bullying is not a serious
problem in this district.

Recommendations for Future Studies
Research supports the importance for recognition of early warning signs. The data
reported in this district emphasized the lack of recognition and awareness of bullying as a
serious problem, especially at the elementary levels.
Future research could focus on this level, comparing teachers’ perceptions with
students’. While this present study included teacher perspectives on bullying and
victimization in this district, there were no comparisons to students’ perspectives within
this district. Input from random grade levels would be valuable and the comparisons
would produce feedback to the teachers and administrators responsible for improving
existing awareness programs, as well as continuing to educate our children in the safest
and best learning environment possible. This could help to determine if students’
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perceptions on what bullying really looks like differs from teacher responses in this
present study.
Another area for future research could include the non-teaching support groups,
especially the lunch and playground aides at the elementary school level n this district.
These school personnel view the students in a very different capacity and the data would
supply the district with invaluable information for future in-servicing training for these
groups.
Research evidence points to the “victim-bully” syndrome as an area that confuses
teachers when identifying victims. More research is needed to help discover who these
students really are and then, what type of programs will best serve to educate teachers
and students that would be most effective.
Lastly, this study could be expanded with consideration given to instituting
further controls for the limitations already mentioned with several school districts
involved in order to strengthen the data.

Final Comments
In order for bullying to be prevented or decreased in our schools, school personnel
need to commit to the ideal that bullying is unacceptable, is serious, and should not be
tolerated. Bullying is not a rite of passage that students must work out themselves.
When one incident of bullying occurs it is serious. Silence from students does not imply
acceptance. Teachers need training that will help them identify students suffering in
silence. The training needs to include strategies for victims as well as bullies and school
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personnel need to intervene appropriately in order to gain the confidence of the students.
One way to gain that confidence is that teachers need to be aware that the silent student
victims will not take the initiative to tell they are being bullied and would benefit from
having someone notice their circumstance and offer the needed help.
There is also a large, silent majority of bystanders in our schools. Bonds and
Stoker (2000) say 85% of the students in a school are neither bullies nor victims. These
students are usually well-developed socially but they do not know how to reclaim the
power from the bullies. Some of these students may be afraid and ignore or avoid bully
situations. If we can tap into this silent majority and teach these students the skills they
need we can create a positive school climate with this silent majority holding the power
and helping to make the school safe and secure for all
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Letter of Request to Superintendent of District
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October 20, 2003
Dr. Charles Hughey
West Allegheny School District
Administration Office
P.O. Box 55
207 West Allegheny Road
Imperial, PA 15126
Dear Dr. Hughey,
As you are aware, I am a doctoral candidate at Duquesne University and very interested
in the programs, in-services, and discussions concerning bullying and crisis prevention
we have going on in our district.
My research project will investigate teacher perceptions/beliefs concerning bullying and
victimization and how those perceptions/beliefs impact on student victims’ lack of
confidence in their teachers to help them. Recently, a survey was administered to the
staff during in-service workshops conducted in September and October 2003. I would
like to use this survey as my primary data collection for my research project. Since the
staff has already completed the survey and no names were put on the survey, I can assure
you that the information will be kept confidential and handled in strict compliance with
the University’s research guidelines.
I would be glad to share the results with you and the staff upon completion of the
research project. It is my hope that the insights gained from this project will help to plan
future workshops for our district concerning bullying, victimization and crisis prevention.
I thank you for the consideration of my request. Please advise me of any further
documentation or information that I can provide.
Sincerely,

Janet M. Walsh
Doctoral Candidate
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APPENDIX B
Teacher Survey
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Prevalence of Bullying in Our Schools
Teacher Survey

Research indicates that bullying in schools (defined as repeated and unprovoked negative
actions inflicted by one or more students upon another) is a widespread problem that can
have serious short-term and long-term consequences for students. In the past our inservice programs were designed to prevent crisis situations and to help make you more
aware about bullying characteristics. This survey is aimed at gathering information about
our students’ experiences with bullying in our school district, both as a bully and as a
victim of bullying. One component, which will help us, is learning about teachers’
perspectives on bullying in their classroom. A brief survey follows, which deals with
how you see bullying as related to your classroom.
In order to plan future in-service programs, dedicated to your needs, please take a few
moments to consider the following questions and answer as honestly as possible. To
ensure anonymity, please do not record your name on this survey.

I. Teacher Information (please circle all that apply)
1. Are you?

Male

Female

2. What grades do you teach?
K-1- 2
3-4-5

6-7-8

3. How many years have you been teaching?
1-5
6-10
11-15

9-10-11-12

21-25

26+

4. How many years have you been teaching at your current school?
1-5
6-10
11-15
16-20
21-25

26+

5. Do you teach?
Academics

16-20

Other

II. Bullying in your classroom
6. Do you think bullying is a serious problem in your classroom? (Circle one)
Yes
No
•
•

If your answer is yes please continue with question 7.
If your answer is No please go to question 15 in section III and do not answer
any more questions in this section.
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7. How many students in your class have been bullied at least once a week in
school? (Circle one for each category)
Boys: 0
1-2
3-4
5 or more
Don’t know
Girls: 0
1-2
3-4
5 or more
Don’t know

8a. In what ways are the students in your class bullied? (Check as many as apply)
__Social isolation and exclusion from the group
__Teasing, ridicule, degrading, rude gestures
__Intimidation, threats
__Vandalizing or stealing
__Hitting, kicking, pushing-often including teasing
__Other (please specify) __________________________________________
____________________________________________________________
8b. Where are these students bullied? (Check as many as apply)
__Playground
__Restrooms
__Lunchroom
__Hallways
__On the way to school
__Classrooms/gym
__On the way from school

9a.Who are these students bullied by? (Check as many as apply)
__A boy
__A girl
__A group of boys
__A group of girls
__Both boys and girls
__Don‘t know
9b.What grade/class are these bullies in? (Check as many as apply)
__In the same class
__In a younger grade
__In older grade
__Same grade
__Another class
__Don’t know
10. How often do other students try to stop the bullying? (Check one)
__Almost never
__Occasionally
__Frequently
__Don’t know
11. How often do teachers intervene in bullying? (Check one)
__Always
__Almost always
__Occasionally
__Almost never
__Don’t know
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12. How many students in your class have BULLIED other students? (Circle one for
each category)
Boys: 0
1-2
3-4
5 or more
Don’t know
Girls: 0
1-2
3-4
5 or more
Don’t know
13a.Who are these students in your class bullying? (Check as many as apply)
__A boy
__A girl
__A group of boys
__A group of girls
__Both boys and girls
__Don‘t know
13b.In what grade/class are the students who are being bullied? (Check all that apply)
__In the same class
__In a younger class
__Same grade, another class
__In an older grade
__Don’t know
14. Why do you think these students bully their peers? (Check all that apply)
__Jealousy
__Want attention
__To feel powerful
__Low self-esteem
__Don’t know
__Other (specify) ___________________________________________________

III. Preventing Bullying
15. What should students do to prevent being bullied? (Check as many as apply)
__Tell parents
__Tell teachers
__Tell friends
__Talk to bully
__Fight back
__Nothing
__Don’t know
__Other (specify) ___________________________________________________
16. What can school personnel do to prevent bullying? (Check as many as apply)
__Talk to the student
__Get bully and victim to talk to each other
__Break up fights
__Punish bullies
__Nothing
__Don’t know
__Other (specify) ___________________________________________________
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17. What can parents do to prevent bullying? (Check as many as apply)
__Talk to their child about it
__Talk to the teacher or principal
__Nothing
__Don’t know
__Other (specify) ___________________________________________________

Thank you for completing this survey. (Survey adapted from Zeigler and RosensteinManner, 1991; and then again by Bidwell, 1997)
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Tables for Demographic Variable
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Table C1
Frequencies and Percentages of Teacher Reports by Gender
Gender N=238

Frequency

Percentage

Male

50

21.0

Female

188

79.0

Total

238

100.0

177

Table C2
Frequencies and Percentages of Teacher Reports by Teaching Grade Levels
Frequency

Percentage

K, 1, 2, 3, 4, 5

108

45.4

6, 7, and 8

61

25.6

9, 10, 11, and 12

69

29.0

Total

238

100.0

Teaching Grade Levels
N=238

178

Table C3
Frequencies and Percentages of Teacher Reports by Years of Teaching Experience
Frequency

Percentage

1 - 10

122

51.3

11-20

42

17.6

21-26+

73

30.7

Total

237

99.6

Years of Teaching Experience
N= 237

179

Table C4
Frequencies and Percentages of Teacher Reports by Years Teaching in Current School
Frequency

Percentage

1-10

152

63.9

11-20

35

14.7

21-26+

49

20.6

Total

236

99.2

Years Teaching
in Current School N= 236
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Table C5
Frequencies and Percentages of Teacher Reports by Academic or Non-academic Class
Setting
Class Setting

Frequency

Percent

Academic

172

72.3

Non-academic

65

27.3

Total

237

99.6

